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PUBLIC  NOTICE 

The  North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department  will  conduct  two 
public  hearings  on  a  proposed  project  Thursday,  August  6  at  1 :30 
p.m.  (CDT)  at  the  Trenton  High  School  in  Trenton,  ND,  and  at 
7:30  p.m.  (MDT)  at  the  Fairview  High  School  in  Fairview,  MT. 
Six  alternate  Missouri  river  bridge  locations,  five  in  North  Dakota 
and  one  in  Montana,  are  being  considered,  along  with  approach 
roadways  in  Richland  and  Roosevelt  counties  in  Montana  or 
Williams  and  McKenzie  counties  in  North  Dakota. 

All  persons  are  invited  to  attend  and  participate  in  a  discussion  of 
right  of  way  acquisition,  construction,  relocation  assistance  pro- 
grams and  the  social,  economic  and  environmental  effects  of  the 
project.  Written  statements  concerning  this  project  will  be  made 
part  of  the  record  if  received  before  August  16,  1981,  and  ad- 
dressed to: 

State  Highway  Commissioner 

Capitol  Grounds 

Bismarck,  ND   58505 

or 

Stephen  Kologi 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620 

A  statement  of  environmental  effects,  along  with  maps,  sketches 
and  other  pertinent  information,  is  available  for  public  inspection 
at  the  Williston  district  office  of  the  North  Dakota  State  Highway 
Department,  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  district  of- 
fice in  Glendive,  MT,  and  the  Fairview  Bank  in  Fairview,  MT. 
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PUBLIC  HEARING 
NORTH  DAKOTA  STATE  HIGHWAY  DEPARTMENT 


Purpose: 

Public  hearings  in  regard  to  highway  projects  are  held  to  inform  the 
public  regarding  proposals  for  highway  improvements,  and  to  make  known  to 
the  Highway  Department  the  views  of  interested  people,  prior  to  completion 
of  final  plans. 

Such  hearings  (or  acceptable  substitute  procedures)  are  required  by 
federal  law  in  most  cases  involving  the  expenditure  of  federal  funds  for 
highway  improvements.   In  addition,  they  are  in  accordance  with  the  policy 
of  the  State  Highway  Department  to  insure  that  proper  consideration  is 
given  to  all  social,  economic,  and  environmental  factors  before  final 
decisions  are  reached  in  regard  to  highway  improvement  projects. 

Proposed  Highway  Improvements: 

The  proposed  highway  improvements  have  resulted  only  after  careful 
study  and  consideration  of  all  known  pertinent  factors.  Engineering  and 
economic  factors,  traffic  behavior  and  desires,  and  also  safety,  have  out 
of  necessity,  played  an  important  part  in  the  development  of  these  plans. 
However,  the  present  and  future  environmental,  economic,  and  social  needs 
of  the  individual  and  the  community  and  state  have  also  been  considered. 
Study  reports  covering  all  alternates  considered  are  available  for  examina- 
tion or  copying. 

Hearing  Procedure: 

Following  the  opening  remarks,  a  representative  of  the  State  Highway 
Department  will  present  a  complete  description  of  the  basic  proposals  for 
the  improvements  under  consideration.  Various  maps,  sketches,  and  other 
exhibits  will  be  used  to  help  in  giving  a  complete  understanding  of  the 
plans  and  proposals. 

Upon  completion  of  this  initial  presentation,  the  public  is  invited 
to  make  comments,  ask  questions,  and  express  their  views.  It  is  especially 
desirable  that  as  many  as  possible  express  their  views  as  to  the  effect  the 
proposed  construction  will  have  on  the  community  and  area,  economic  and 
otherwise.  Comments  regarding  the  effects  upon  individuals  are  also 
invited. 
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PLEASE  STATE  YOUR  NAME  AND  POST  OFFICE  WHEN 
YOU  MAKE  YOUR  REMARKS 

The  Record: 

All  proceedings  are  tape  recorded,  and  typewritten  transcripts  are 
furnished  to  the  Highway  Department  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
and  are   made  available  to  any  interested  person.  These  records  are  used  in 
reviewing  the  points  brought  forth  at  the  hearing. 

Post  Hearing: 

Following  this  hearing,  state  and  federal  highway  officials  will  review 
the  proposals  under  consideration  on  the  basis  of  what  has  been  brought  out 
during  the  hearing.  When  all  factors  have  been  satisfactorily  reconciled, 
the  Highway  Department  will  request  approval  from  the  Division  Administrator 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  of  location  and  design  features  of  the 
project  before  proceeding  with  the  preparation  of  final  plans. 


IT  IS  ESSENTIAL  TO  THE  SUCCESS  OF  THIS  PUBLIC  HEARING  THAT  YOU  EXPRESS  YOUR 
VIEWS  --  FAVORABLE  OR  UNFAVORABLE  --  SO  PLEASE  FEEL  FREE  TO  ASK  QUESTIONS 
AND  MAKE  ANY  COMMENTS  YOU  MAY  DESIRE. 
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BRIDGE  DECK  SECTION 


(DUE  TO  TECHNICAL  AND  ACOUSTIC  DIFFICULTIES  AT  THE  TRENTON  HEARING,  THIS 
TRANSCRIPT  IS  NOT  VERBATIM,  BUT  AN  ATTEMPT  WAS  MADE  TO  CAPTURE  THE  ESSENCE 
OF  EACH  SPEAKER'S  TESTIMONY.) 

JOHN  BJORKE:   I'm  John  Bjorke,-  district  engineer  at  the  State  Highway 
Department  in  Williston.  We  have  a  hearing  crew  here  from  Williston.  We 
have  Charlie  Gullicks,  programming  and  surveys  engineer,  sitting  back  there 
in  the  first  row  in  the  bleachers;  Ron  Blaufuss,  environmental  engineer  for 
the  Highway  Department,  sitting  next  to  him;  and  Cal  Larson,  Federal 
Highway  Administration  environmental  engineer.  We  also  have  some  officials 
from  the  Montana  Highway  Department  and  from  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  out  of  Montana. 

Monitoring  this  meeting  is  Mr.  Wilfred  Wolf,  the  Highway  Department's 
design  engineer. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you,  John.  Before  we  begin  I  would  just  like  to  say 
that  this  is  the  first  of  a  two-part  hearing.  The  first  is  being  held  here 
this  afternoon,  and  this  evening  at  7:30  mountain  time  we  will  also  meet  at 
Fairview  at  the  high  school. 

I  talked  to  Commissioner  Hjelle,  the  commissioner  from  North  Dakota 
just  this  morning,  and  he  was  disappointed  that  he  could  not  attend  this 
meeting.  I'm  sure  that  some  of  you  have  perhaps  had  an  opportunity  to  talk 
to  him  about  it,  and  he's  very  much  interested  in  it,  but  the  Attorney 
General  's  office,  for  some  reason  or  another,  decided  that  they  needed  him, 
so  he  had  to  change  his  plans.  He  does,  however,  want  to  send  his 
greetings  to  you. 
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We'll    start  the  hearing  now  with  the  presentation  of  an  audio-visual 
that  Kevin  Keller  of  our  graphics  section  will    give  us.     He  will    give  us  a 
little  bit  of  background,  and  perhaps  go  into  the  alternates  a  little  bit 
so  that  we  understand  the  project  a  little  bit  better.     And  if  you're  ready 
to  go,  Kevin,    I  think   if  we  can  have  the  lights,  we'll    be  ready  to  go  with 
that. 

AUDIO-VISUAL  PRESENTATION 

Welcome  to  the  public  hearing  to  discuss  the  proposed  building  of  a  new 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  near  the  Snowden  Bridge,  or  the  rehabili- 
tation of  the  Snowden  Bridge.  This  audio-visual  presentation  is  part  of  an 
ongoing  effort  by  the  North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department  to  help  the 
public  better  understand  proposed  highway  projects.  Your  comments  and 
suggestions  are  vitally  important  in  making  the  final  decisions  for  all 
projects.  This  audio-visual  will  discuss  the  different  alternates  being 
considered  for  the  area.  There  are  many  reasons  why  improvements  are  felt 
to  be  necessary. 

The  Snowden  Bridge  was  built  in  1913  by  the  Great  Northern  Railroad, 
and  is  now  owned  by  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad.  It  is  the  only 
Missouri  River  crossing  between  Culbertson,  Montana  and  Williston,  North 
Dakota  —  a  distance  of  over  40  miles. 

The  clear  roadway  is  less  than  15  feet  wide  on  the  present  bridge, 
which  provides  for  one-way  traffic  only.  Large  vehicles  used  in  the 
rapidly  expanding  oil  industry  and  in  agriculture  find  it  difficult  to  use 
the  bridge.  The  deck  of  the  bridge  has  many  holes  and  protruding  spikes, 
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and  a  few  timbers  have  dry  rot.  The  guardrail  on  the  bridge  is  substandard 
and  would  possibly  not  prevent  a  vehicle  from  plunging  into  the  river  if 
there  were  an  accident. 

The  approach  roads  to  the  bridge  are  extremely  poor.  The  gravel 
surface  is  loose,  and  the  road  is  rutted  and  deteriorates  quickly  after 
maintenance.  And  finally,  the  bridge  approaches  are  much  lower  than  the 
bridge  itself,  making  it  difficult  for  vehicles  on  the  approaches  to  see 
traffic  on  the  bridge. 

An  association  of  area  farmers,  community  leaders,  and  legislators  has 
requested  help  from  the  states  of  Montana  and  North  Dakota  to  find  a  solu- 
tion to  the  river  crossing  problem.   In  particular,  local  sugar  beet 
growers  are  concerned  about  the  cost,  time,  and  energy  involved  in  taking 
other,  safer  routes  to  the  sugar  beet  processing  plant  in  Sidney,  Montana. 

At  a  public  input  meeting  held  January  10,  1980  in  Williston,  North 
Dakota,  individuals  and  area  business  representatives  expressed  their  need 
for  a  new  bridge.  The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  also  said  that 
the  Snowden  Bridge  falls  in  the  category  of  deficient  bridges,  and  is 
eligible  for  the  bridge  replacement  program. 

This  project  is  located  in  a  historically  significant  area.  The  Fort 
Union  Trading  Post,  established  in  1829,  is  listed  on  the  National  Register 
of  historic  places.  Plans  for  the  development  of  the  site  include 
archaeological  and  historical  research,  and  reconstruction  of  the 
buildings. 

Fort  Buford,  established  in  1866,  is  a  North  Dakota  state  historical 
site  and  is  also  listed  on  the  National  Register.  Present-day  facilities 
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consist  of  a  museum  located  in  one  of  the  two  remaining  post  buildings,  the 
cemetery,  a  campground  and  picnic  area. 

Several  of  the  alternates  would  have  a  visual  impact  on  one  or  both  of 
these  sites,  or  would  even  cut- directly  though  a  historic  rifle  range  and 
two  historic  dumps  at  Fort  Buford. 

In  all,  nine  different  alternates  are  being  considered  in  North  Dakota 
and  Montana.  Of  the  alternates  which  would  involve  building  a  new  bridge, 
all  would  have  a  32-foot  finished  road,  providing  two  12-foot  driving  lanes 
and  two  four-foot  shoulders. 

Right  of  way  would  average  200  feet  in  width.  In  areas  of  irrigated 
farmland,  right  of  way  would  be  kept  to  a  minimum  by  using  a  reduced  ditch 
section,  and  borrow  would  be  used  for  some  embankments. 

The  first  alternate,  Alternate  A,  would  cross  the  river,  parallel  to 
and  150  feet  downstream  from,  the  existing  Snowden  Bridge.  Two  alternates 
for  the  approaches  to  this  structure  are  proposed,  and  are  referred  to  as 
A-l  and  A-2. 

Alternate  A-l  would  begin  on  Montana  Secondary  Route  367  at  the 
Montana-North  Dakota  border.  About  two-thirds  of  a  mile  east  of  the  inter- 
section of  the  Bainville-Snowden  Bridge  roads,  it  would  diagonal  to  the 
southwest.  Then  it  would  join  the  present  Snowden  Bridge  road  about  two- 
thirds  of  a  mile  north  of  the  river.  The  route  would  follow  the  existing 
road,  paralleling  the  Burlington  Northern  line,  until  it  reaches  the  North 
Dakota  border,  where  it  would  connect  with  North  Dakota  Highway  58. 

Alternate  A-2  would  also  begin  at  the  North  Dakota-Montana  border  on 
Secondary  Route  367.  It  would  parallel  the  existing  road  and  railroad 
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tracks,  cross  the  river  150  feet  east  of  the  existing  Snowden  Bridge,  and 
follow  the  existing  road  to  the  North  Dakota  border,  where  it  would  connect 
with  North  Dakota  Highway  58. 

The  Snowden  Bridge  is  probably  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  of  historic  places.  Both  alternates  A-l  and  A-2  would  block  the 
view  of  the  bridge  from  the  east,  since  they  would  be  built  directly  east 
of  the  existing  bridge. 

Alternate  B  would  begin  at  North  Dakota  Highway  1804  about  a  mile  east 
of  the  east  boundary  of  the  Fort  Union  Historical  Site.  Curving  to  the 
southwest,  it  would  cross  the  river,  curve  again,  and  then  parallel  the 
existing  road  to  the  vicinity  of  North  Dakota  58,  where  it  would  join  the 
existing  road.  This  alternate  would  pass  within  300  feet  of  the  boundary 
of  the  Fort  Union  site.   It  would  also  require  the  acquisition  of  39  acres 
of  prime  farmland  for  right  of  way. 

Alternate  C  would  begin  with  a  "T-shaped"  intersection  at  North  Dakota 
1804  about  a  mile  east  of  the  east  boundary  of  Fort  Union.  Continuing 
south  for  about  200  feet,  it  would  curve  back  to  the  southwest,  cross  the 
Missouri,  curve  south  again  and  parallel  the  main  drainage  channel  until  it 
joined  North  Dakota  Highway  58.  This  alternate  would  have  a  visual  impact 
on  Fort  Union  and  would  require  the  acquisition  of  36  acres  of  prime 
farmland  for  right  of  way.  Part  of  the  bridge  would  have  to  be  built  on  a 
curve. 

Alternate  D  would  begin  with  a  "T-shaped"  intersection  at  North  Dakota 
1804,  about  a  mile  east  of  Fort  Union.   It  would  continue  south  for  about 
half  a  mile,  curve  to  the  southwest,  cross  the  river,  curve  south,  and  join 
Alternate  C  about  a  fifth  of  a  mile  south  of  the  section  line.  The  road 
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for  this  alternate  would  pass  within  800  feet  of  the  Fort  Buford  Historic 
Site.  It  would  cut  directly  through  the  rifle  range  and  Dump  #1,  which  may 
be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register.  This  alternate  would 
also  have  a  visual  impact  on  Fort  Union.  Thirty  acres  of  prime  farmland 
would  have  to  be  acquired  for  right  of  way,  and  all  but  900  feet  of  the 
bridge  would  have  to  be  built  on  a  curve. 

Alternate  E  would  originate  at  the  same  point  as  Alternate  D.  It  would 
continue  south  for  a  little  more  than  a  mile,  curve  southwest,  cross  the 
river,  curve  south,  and  end  at  North  Dakota  Highway  58  at  a  point  about 
half  a  mile  south  of  the  end  of  Alternate  D.  The  road  for  this  alternate 
would  pass  within  400  feet  of  Fort  Buford.  It  would  also  cross  a  small 
portion  of  Dump  #2,  which  is  probably  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register.  The  bridge  would  have  to  be  built  on  a  curve,  and  28 
acres  of  prime  farmland  would  have  to  be  acquired  for  right  of  way. 

Alternate  F  would  begin  with  a  "T-shaped"  intersection  at  North  Dakota 
Highway  1804  about  a  mile  east  of  Fort  Union.  It  would  continue  south  for 
about  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  curve  to  the  southwest,  cross  the  river,  curve 
south,  and  join  Alternate  C  about  400  feet  south  of  the  section  line.  The 
road  for  this  alternate  would  have  a  visual  impact  on  Fort  Union.  Thirty- 
five  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  have  to  be  acquired  for  right  of  way. 

Alternate  G  is  a  rehabilitation  alternate.  Under  this  alternate,  the 
deck  and  guardrail  of  the  existing  Snowden  Bridge  would  be  repaired,  and 
both  approach  roads  would  be  surfaced  to  the  North  Dakota-Montana  state 
line.  This  alternate  would  require  an  agreement  with  the  Burlington 
Northern  Railroad  allowing  continued  public  use  of  the  bridge.  The 
railroad,  however,  has  recently  requested  that  Richland  and  Roosevelt 
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counties  sign  an  agreement.  One  of  the  main  features  of  the  agreement  is 
that  the  railroad  may  revoke  permission  for  public  use  of  the  bridge  with 
30  days'  notice.  This  indicates  that  the  railroad  would  not  be  willing  to 
sign  a  long-term  agreement  for  vehicle  traffic  on  the  Snowden  Bridge. 

And  finally,  with  this  project  as  with  every  other  project,  there  is  an 
additional  alternate  --  leaving  the  project  in  its  current  condition.  Even 
though  the  installation  of  traffic-actuated  signals  is  being  considered 
under  this  alternate,  most  of  the  current  problems  with  the  Snowden  Bridge 
would  not  be  solved. 

There  is  some  relocation  involved  with  several  of  the  alternates. 
Alternates  B,  C,  D,  and  F  would  require  the  relocation  of  one  farmstead  and 
a  mobile  home,  located  along  North  Dakota  Highway  58,  about  a  mile  east  of 
the  state  line. 

Whenever  land  must  be  acquired  for  right  of  way,  the  owner  always 
receives  the  fair  market  value  of  the  land.  Fair  market  value  is 
determined  by  appraisals  which  are  based  on  accepted  real  estate  appraisal 
standards. 

The  North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department  and  the  Montana  Department  of 
Highways  offer  relocation  assistance  for  the  uniform  and  fair  treatment  of 
persons  displaced  from  their  homes,  businesses,  or  farms. 

Payments  to  relocated  persons  are  based  on  their  eligibility,  and  are 
in  addition  to  payments  normally  received  under  the  right  of  way  appraisal 
process.  Owner-occupants  being  displaced  are  entitled  to  assistance  in 
finding  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  replacement  housing,  payment  for  the 
cost  of  moving  personal  property,  and  a  possible  replacement  payment  to  a 
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maximum  of  $15,000.  Tenant-occupants  being  displaced  are  entitled  to 
assistance  in  finding  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  replacement  rental  units, 
payment  for  the  cost  of  moving  personal  property,  a  possible  rent  supple- 
ment payment,  not  to  exceed  $4,000,  or  a  possible  down  payment,  not  to 
exceed  $4,000,  if  they  wish  to  buy  a  home  rather  than  rent. 

No  one  will  ever  be  displaced  in  the  course  of  a  project  unless  and 
until  appropriate,  decent,  and  sanitary  replacement  housing  is  available. 
A  displaced  business  is  eligible  for  assistance  in  finding  replacement 
properties,  payment  for  the  cost  of  moving  personal  property,  payment  of 
actual  reasonable  expenses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  business  site, 
or,  for  those  eligible,  a  lump  sum  payment  not  to  exceed  $10,000,  which  is 
in  place  of  other  benefits.  No  one  lawfully  occupying  a  property  will  be 
required  to  move  without  at  least  90  days'  written  notice. 

More  details  about  relocation  assistance  and  right  of  way  acquisition 
are  covered  in  brochures  which  are  available  for  those  interested. 

Federal  regulations  require  that  several  environmental  studies  be  con- 
ducted before  any  project  is  approved.  On  this  project,  studies  show  that 
noise  levels  and  air  and  water  quality  levels  would  be  well  within  federal 
recommened  levels  after  the  project's  completion.  No  plant  or  animal  life 
would  be  threatened  by  the  project. 

While  none  of  the  alternates  would  have  an  effect  on  flooding,  the 
100-year  flood  height  would  overtop  the  south  approaches  for  Alternates  B 
through  F. 

Before  we  end  this  audio-visual  presentation,  it  will  be  helpful  to 
discuss  our  highway  system  and  where  the  money  comes  from  to  build  and 
maintain  it. 
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Our  nation  has  more  than  three  million  miles  of  highways.  We  have 
invested  $78  billion  in  the  National  Interstate  System,  and  $66  billion  in 
non-interstate  roads  since  1956. 

The  Federal  Aid  Highway  System  includes  four  networks:  the  42,500-mile 
national  defense  system  of  interstate  and  defense  highways,  and  the  800,000 
miles  of  highway  that  make  up  the  primary,  rural  secondary,  and  urban 
systems.  Along  with  the  interstate,  they  carry  three-fourths  of  the  traf- 
fic in  our  country.  Funding  for  primary,  rural  secondary,  and  urban 
systems  is  75  perent  federal  and  25  percent  state  and/or  local  matching 
funds.  Federal  funds  are  distributed  to  highway  systems,  not  to  individual 
highway  projects. 

The  Highway  Trust  Fund  was  established  by  Congress  in  1956  as  a  means 
of  financing  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Program.  Funds  are  distributed  to 
each  state  according  to  its  population,  area,  and  mileage  of  rural  delivery 
and  intercity  mail  routes. 

Sources  of  revenue  for  the  Federal  Highway  Trust  Fund  include  the  gaso- 
line tax  and  taxes  on  various  tires,  tubes,  and  truck  parts,  while  states' 
highway  funds  come  from  many  different  sources,  including  gasoline  taxes 
and  special  permits  and  fees. 

Each  state's  highway  agency  has  the  primary  responsibility  for  planning 
and  developing  its  highway  projects.  If  federal  funds  are  to  be  used,  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  is  responsible  for  review  and  approval  at 
key  stages  in  the  project's  development. 

If  this  project  is  funded  wholly  or  in  part  with  federal  bridge 
replacement  funds,  the  cost  will  be  80  percent  federal  and  the  remaining  20 
percent  will  be  the  responsibility  of  North  Dakota  and  Montana. 
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Let's  review  the  different  alternates  of  the  Snowden  Bridge  project, 
this  time  with  their  estimated  costs.  Alternates  A-l  and  A-2  would  each 
cost  an  estimated  $5.6  million;  Alternate  B,  $5,575,000;  Alternate  C, 
$4,850,000;  Alternate  D,  $4,750,000;  Alternate  E,  $5,075,000;  Alternate  F, 
$4.8  million;  and  the  rehabilitation  alternate,  $1.9  million. 

If  no  action  is  taken  on  the  bridge  or  the  approaches,  but  traffic- 
actuated  signals  are  installed,  the  cost  would  be  about  $60,000. 

We  are  recording  the  proceedings  of  this  public  hearing.  A  transcript 
will  be  made  available  to  anyone  upon  request.  If  you  don't  want  to 
express  yourself  verbally  at  this  hearing,  written  comments  can  be  sent  to 
the  North  Dakota  State  Highway  Commissioner  or  the  Montana  Department  of 
Highways.  Those  comments  will  also  be  included  in  the  transcript  if 
they're  received  no  later  than  ten  days  after  this  meeting.  Addressed 
envelopes  are  available  from  the  hearing  conductor.  Please  let  us  know 
your  thoughts  on  the  project.  Citizen  input  plays  an  essential  part  in 
determining  how  highway  dollars  are  spent. 

This  concludes  the  formal  presentation  of  this  hearing.  Now  the  most 
important  part  begins:  questions  and  comments  from  you. 

END  AUDIO-VISUAL  PRESENTATION 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you,  Kevin.  I'm  sure  that  with  the  various  different 
alternates  that  we  are  going  to  be  discussing  here  today,  there's  going  to 
be  a  certain  amount  of  confusion  unless  we  use  the  handout  maps  that  you 
all  received  a  copy  of,  which  you  received  at  the  door.  We  also  have  the 
exhibits  on  the  wall  over  here  that  show  pretty  much  the  same  thing.  I 
ask  that  you  use  those  handouts  when  referring  to  a  particular  location  so 
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that  we  can  get  into  the  record  exactly  what  you're  talking  about.  And  if 
we  need  to,  we  can  come  up  to  the  wall  and  perhaps  carry  on  a  one-to-one 
conversation  on  what  we  need  to  discuss  on  some  of  the  aspects  of  that  part 
of  it.  Can  everyone  hear  me?  Is  anyone  having  any  problems  hearing? 

Okay.  .  .we're  going  to  be  using  a  traveling  microphone  when  we  start 
taking  testimony.  Ron  Horner,  our  hearing  officer,  will  be  carrying  it 
around.  We  ask  that  if  you'd  like  to  make  a  statement,  you  raise  your 
hand.  Ron  will  get  the  microphone  to  you.  Hold  the  microphone  up  close  to 
your  mouth  when  you're  speaking,  in  order  that  it  will  pick  up.  As  was 
indicated  in  the  audio-visual,  we  are  transcribing  the  hearing,  and  the 
transcript  will  be  prepared.  In  order  to  get  your  comments  in  there,  we 
need  to  be  able  to  pick  it  up.  We  ask  that  you  identify  yourself  by  name, 
and  perhaps  by  town  or  state,  the  first  time,  so  that  we  know  who  you  are. 
And,  we  ask  you  to  identify  yourself  each  time  you  speak,  that  is,  each 
time  you  take  the  microphone.  With  respect  to  the  identification  of  your- 
self, I  hope  that  all  of  you  registered  on  the  roster  when  you  came  in 
through  the  door,  and  gave  us  your  name  and  address  so  that  we  could  get 
back  to  you. 

We  always  make  it  a  practice  to  notify  those  people  who  attended  the 
hearing  as  to  what  the  outcome  is,  and  we'd  like  to  do  that  to  you  as  well. 
If  you  perhaps  came  in  and  did  not  register,  we  ask  that  you  do  so  on  the 
way  out.  There  is  a  column,  on  the  form  where  you  put  your  name  and 
address,  that  indicates  whether  you  want  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  the 
hearing,  and  if  you  haven't  checked  it  and  would  like  to  have  it,  when  the 
hearing  is  over,  we  invite  you  to  stop  by  again  and  put  a  check  mark  there. 
When  the  transcript  has  been  typed  and  prepared,  we  will  send  a  copy  out  to 
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you.  There's  no  charge  for  it,  so  feel  free  to  ask  for  it  if  you  feel  that 
you  want  a  copy. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing,  of  course,  is  to  invite  you  to  make  your 
comments  in  regard  to  the  proposed  project.  We  would  hope  that  today, 
you  would  make  your  thoughts  known  in  regard  to  the  location.  This  is  pri- 
marily what  we're  here  for:  to  try  to  decide  which  of  the  many  alternates 
we  should  consider.  And,  we  ask  you  to  make  a  statement  to  that  effect. 
We  would  invite  you,  even  though  someone  else  has  previously  perhaps  said 
they  approved  of  a  particular  alternate,  we  ask  you  to  also  make  that 
statement  because  the  number  of  people  who  are  in  favor  of  a  particular 
alternate  has  some  bearing  on  which  one  will  be  selected.  We  will  try  to 
answer  any  questions  that  you'd  might  have.  If  we  don't  have  the  answer, 
if  we  have  your  name  and  address  on  the  roster,  we  will  get  back  to  you  in 
writing.  So,  feel  free  to  ask  any  questions  that  might  be  pertinent  to  the 
hearing. 

It  was  also  indicated  in  the  audio-visual  that  we  will  be  accepting 
written  testimony,  and  the  records  will  be  held  open  for  10  days.  So  if 
any  of  you  don't  want  to  comment  here  today,  or  whatever,  or  if  something 
else  comes  to  mind  that  you'd  like  to  call  to  our  attention  to  within  the 
next  ten  days,  we'd  like  you  to  write.  There  are  some  envelopes  on  the 
table  in  the  back  of  the  room  which  are  addressed  to  the  North  Dakota  State 
Highway  Commissioner,  Walter  Hjelle,  for  those  of  you  who  would  like  to 
write  to  him.  There's  also  a  name  and  address  on  the  table  for  those  of 
you  who  would  perhaps  prefer  to  write  to  people  at  the  Montana  State 
Highway  Commission. 
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And  so,  with  those  remarks,  I'm  ready  to  turn  the  hearing  over  to  you 
people.  We  ask  that  you  speak  freely  --  whether  you're  for  or  against  a 
particular  alternate,  or  how  it  may  affect  you  personally  --  whatever  you'd 
like  to  tell  us  about  it,  we  invite  you  to  do  so  at  this  time. 

Ron  has  got  the  microphone.  Who  would  like  to  start  this  hearing  off? 
(UNKNOWN) :  The  first  question  would  be,  have  both  state  legislatures 
approved  the  expenditure  of  funds  outside  their  boundaries? 
WILFRED  WOLF:  The  state  of  Montana  apparently  has  the  provision,  according 
to  their  people.  In  the  state  of  North  Dakota,  it's  not  necessary.  The 
commissioner  has  the  authority  to  undertake  this  project,  so  we  have  no 
problem  in  North  Dakota.  Does  that  answer  your  question? 

Anyone  else? 
HARVEY  WICKWARE:  My  name  is  Harvey  Wickware.  I'm  the  superintendent  of 
the  National  Parks  here  in  North  Dakota,  and  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  Fort 
Union  today.  We  have  expressed  our  views  on  this  before,  and  would  like  to 
do  it  again.  We  continue  to  feel  that  a  structure  on  Alternative  A  would 
have  the  least  adverse  impact  on  the  historic  resources  of  Fort  Union. 
Even  Alternate  B  continues  to  present  a  serious  intrusion  on  the  historical 
site.  A  structure  at  Alternate  C  would  also  cause  a  noticeable  intrusion, 
although  to  a  lesser  degree  than  Alternate  B.  We  believe  that  a  structure 
at  Alternate  D  would  have  some  visual  impact  on  the  site.  However,  the 
impact  of  a  low-profile  structure  could  be  mitigated.  We  believe  that  with 
the  use  of  vegetative  screening  and  the  selection  of  an  unobstrusive  color 
for  the  structure  itself,  a  structure  at  alternate  E,  we  believe,  would  not 
affect  Fort  Union.  However,  it  appears  to  us  that  it  would  have  a  greater 
effect  on  the  Fort  Buford  site.  We  would  agree  that  the  impact  of  a  struc- 
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ture  on  Alternate  F  would  be  similar  to  Alternate  C.  However,  it  may  be 
possible  to  mitigate  the  impact,  at  least  partially,  by  the  same  means  as 
mentioned  in  Alternate  D.  We  will  provide  these  comments,  as  well  as  some 
additional  comments,  for  environmental  sections  in  writing  to  your  office. 
ROBERT  P.  WILSON:  My  name  is  Robert  P.  Wilson.   I  ranch  southeast  of 
Bainville,  Montana.  My  land  extends  within  three  miles  of  the  Snowden 
Bridge.  As  a  life-long  user  of  the  bridge,  I  have  a  certain  amount  of 
affection  for  this  historic  old  structure  --  the  last  of  its  kind  in  the 
United  States.  But  I  am  also  aware  of  its  inconvenience  and  potential 
hazard.  Like  many  of  you  here,  I  recognize  the  need  for  a  new  bridge; 
however,  I  have  several  serious  reservations  about  the  alternatives  pro- 
posed for  the  Montana  side.  In  an  era  of  budget  cutting  and  skyrocketing 
fuel  prices,  it's  absolutely  imperative  that  any  multi-million  dollar  pro- 
ject be  cost  efficient,  both  in  construction  and  in  use.  If  a  new  bridge 
is  built,  I  strongly  believe  it  must  be  relocated  near  the  Buford  road  and 
the  Buford-Trenton  irrigation  project. 

There  are  two  Montana  alternatives.  I  think,  more  or  less,  A-l  and  A-2 
are  together,  and  then  the  other  would  be  a  rehabilitation  alternative.  So 
rehabilitating  the  present  Snowden  Bridge  and  grading  the  curve  and 
approach  road  would  be  a  rehabilitation  alternative  that  costs  $2  million. 
Alternate  A-l  or  A-2  would  be  the  other  alternative  if  we  erect  a  new 
bridge  approximately  150  feet  downstream  and  still  build  an  entirely  new 
approach  road.  That  would  cost  $5,600,000. 

The  first  alternative:  rehabilitate  the  present  structure.  I'll  read 
this  if  I  can.  "This  alternate  would  eliminate  the  problems  associated 
with  the  deteriorated  gravel  surfacing  of  the  approach  roads."  The 
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environmental  impact  statement  warrants  bridge  locations  and  cites  three 
very  good  reasons  why  rehabilitation  of  the  present  structure  is  not 
feasible. 

1)  Inadequate  clearance,  resulting  in  a  barrier  to  agricultural  and 
industrial  vehicles. 

2)  Inadequate  guardrails  -  (I  like  this  quote)  "possible  conflict 
between  vehicles  and  trains." 

3)  Hazardous  alignment  of  approaches  -  in  other  words,  rehabilitation 
leaves  us  with  most  of  the  same  problems  we  have  now. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  We're  not  picking  you  up,  perhaps.  .  . 
(PAUSE  FOR  ADJUSTMENT  OF  MICROPHONE  EQUIPMENT) 

ROBERT  P.  WILSON:  We  were  talking  about  the  rehabilitation  alternatives. 
I  do  not  even  believe  it  would  solve  the  problem  of  the  deteriorating  road 
surface  for  very  long.  As  anyone  who  lives  in  or  near  Montana  knows,  roads 
there  are  poorly  maintained;  in  fact,  they  are  a  disgrace.  With  no  main- 
tenance, even  the  best-paved  roads  deteriorate.  In  five  years  we  would  be 
right  back  where  we  began.  But,  the  strongest  argument  against  rehabili- 
tating the  present  bridge  is  the  location  itself.  And,  this  brings  us  to 
what  is  wrong  with  the  second  alternative  —  A-l  or  A-2,  that  of  building  a 
new  bridge  150  feet  downstream.  This  would  eliminate  all  of  the  hazards 
associated  with  the  present  structure,  but  would  it  be  cost  efficient? 
Absolutely  not,  partly  because,  beside  the  $5.6  million  dollar  cost,  it 
makes  it  the  most  expensive  of  all  the  alternatives  to  construct.  But, 
especially,  because  of  its  out-of-the  way  location  which  makes  it  the  most 
expensive  alternative  to  the  user.  Cost  studies  show  that  either  Montana 
alternative  forces  vehicles  coming  from  North  Dakota  to  drive  6.4  miles  out 
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of  their  way,  a  substantial  distance,  especially  when  driving  a  truck  that 
costs  over  $1  a  mile  to  operate.  I  believe  that  3.4  miles  are  only  the 
mileage  to  the  north  side,  too,  plus  the  additional  mileage  from  the  other 
side  of  the  river  for  people  who  are  going  to  Sidney.  A  bridge  built  at 
one  of  the  North  Dakota  sites,  however,  would  result  in  no  additional 
mileage  for  traffic  coming  from  Montana.  The  user  cost  study  indicates 
that  beet  farmers  alone  would  save  $84,000  to  $170,000  per  year  if  a  North 
Dakota  site  were  chosen.  That's  just  beet  farmers. 

Payback  --  that  is,  the  time  in  which  consumer  savings  equals  bridge 
construction  plus  maintenance  --  is  estimated  at  32.2  years  for  the  Montana 
alternative  versus  21.1  years  for  the  North  Dakota  sites.  In  other  words, 
any  new  bridge  in  North  Dakota  would  pay  for  itself  10  years  earlier  than 
any  new  bridge  built  on  the  Montana  side.  By  urging  this  new  bridge  to  be 
built  in  North  Dakota,  I'm  not  wishing  a  problem  on  someone  else.  I  have 
nothing  to  gain  or  lose  if  a  Montana  site  is  chosen.  Common  sense  dictates 
where  the  bridge  should  be  built;  a  North  Dakota  location  is  unquestionably 
the  cheapest  way  to  get  the  best  job  done. 

Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

SUSAN  BERRY:  Good  evening.  My  name  is  Susan  Berry,  and  my  father  owns  a 
farm  in  the  Bainville  area.  The  need  for  a  new  bridge  at  the  present  time 
has  been  well  documented.  There  is  no  argument  with  this.  However,  some 
of  the  alternative  routes  are  better  than  others. 

Alternate  A  through  Montana  is  the  most  expensive.  This  route  also 
proposes  to  build  a  new  structure  adjacent  and  parallel  to  the  existing 
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Snowden  Bridge.  This  creates  some  problems  to  be  discussed  in  a  moment. 
This  route  could  also  increase  the  possibility  of  accidents.  This  route 
could  also  interfere  with  the  irrigation  water  removed  from  the  river  at 
this  site. 

Because  a  Montana  route  is  ten  miles  longer  than  it  needs  to  be,  it 
would  be  the  most  expensive  to  build  and  maintain.  This  route  is  also  the 
most  expensive  to  use  in  regard  to  gas  consumption  and  wear  and  tear  on 
vehicles.  This  route  will  also  take  longer  to  drive.  For  those  who  truck 
their  crop,  their  cattle,  this  extra  cost  is  especially  important. 

There  are  some  problems  with  building  the  new  bridge  parallel  and  adja- 
cent to  the  Snowden  Bridge.  The  existing  bridge  is  located  at  a  narrow 
bend  in  the  river.  Ice  jams  have  been  known  to  occur  here.  It  is  possible 
that  ice  jams  could  push  the  aging  Snowden  Bridge,  which  is  almost  70  years 
old,  into  an  adjacent  structure.  The  new  bridge  could  be  severely  damaged, 
causing  a  tremendous  waste  of  our  tax  money.  Building  the  new  bridge  next 
to  the  old  bridge  would  ruin  the  intrinsic  and  pictorial  beauty  of  this 
historic  structure. 

The  Montana  route  would  introduce  at  least  one  more  curve  than  the 
other  route.  Curves  increase  the  possibility  of  accidents,  especially 
under  the  hazardous  driving  conditions  that  occur  in  this  country. 

An  irrigation  district  has  a  pump  site  located  near  the  proposed 
Montana  bridge  site.  It  is  possible  the  new  structure  could  deflect  water 
away  from  the  pump  site. 

In  conclusion,  it  seems  Route  A  is  the  least  economical  in  both  the 
short  run  and  in  the  long  run.  There  may  be  a  possibility  of  more  acci- 
dents. The  new  structure  may  interfere  with  irrigation  if  put  at  this 
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point.  The  archaeological  sites  such  as  Fort  Union-Fort  Buford,  and  a  few 
located  at  the  confluence,  are  important.  However,  cost  efficiency  is  also 
important,  too.  Possibly  a  compromise  route  such  as  Alternate  F  or  E  could 
be  agreed  on,  that  would  do  a  minimum  amount  of  damage  to  the  archaeo- 
logical site,  while  being  cost  efficient  at  the  same  time.  This  project 
will  take  quite  a  while  to  complete,  which  would  allow  time  for  archaeo- 
logical excavations  to  be  done  in  the  area  of  the  road.  Thank  you  for  your 
attention. 

C.  R.  THIESSEN:  My  name  is  C.  R.  Thiessen  from  Lambert,  Montana.   I  used 
to  serve  several  years  on  the  Montana  Senate  until  the  first  of  January. 
In  1975  and  1976  we  tried  to  get  through  a  bill  to  build  it  at  that  time. 
So  we  still  have  an  interest  and  it's  not  that  we're  suddenly  interested  in 
building  a  bridge.  As  far  as  the  location  for  rehabilitation,  the  existing 
road,  that's  out.  So,  therefore,  we  would  prefer  seeing  any  location 
instead  of  rehabilitation,  that's  my  opinion.  I  really  don't  have  much 
choice.  Let's  let  the  highway  departments  select  the  most  cost-efficient 
way  and  least  cost  to  the  taxpayer  (the  people),  and  do  the  job  as  well  as 
possible. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

LES  LARSON:  My  name  is  Les  Larson  Jr.,  and  I'm  a  farmer  in  the  Buford 
area.  I  would  urge  you  to  take  the  North  Dakota  route  over  the  Montana 
alternate.  And  I  don't  believe  that  rehabilitation  would  give  us  what  we 
want  compared  to  what  we  could  have.  Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you. 

VOICE:  I'm  a  farmer  in  the  Buford  area.  Two  years  ago,  I  think  in  July, 
we  had  a  public  meeting  over  here  concerning  the  bridge.  I  have  some 
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figures  here  on  what  our  freight  has  done  going  by   rail    and  carrier.      In 
1979,  when  we  had  that  first  meeting  over  here,  our  share  of  the  freight 
was  $1.82.      In   1981,   it  soared  to  $4.17,  that's  $2.35  a  ton   rate.     We  have 
no  other  means  of  overcoming.      If  we  had  a  new  bridge  and  a  road,  we  could 
possibly  cut  half  of  this  by  using  larger  trucks  than  the  trucks  we  have 
on  this   road  now.     Just  in  the  last  two  years  this  department  has  reviewed 
the  Trenton  areas.     Our  freight  has  increased  up  to  $144,000,  that's  each 
year,  and  it's  still    going  up.     Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you. 

FRED  GARDNER:     My  name  is  Fred  Gardner.      I'm  with  the  Mon-Dak  Bridge 
Association.      I'm  also  a  beet  grower  and  raise  livestock  and  am  involved  in 
an  irrigation  project.      I  believe  that  as  a  member  of  the  Mon-Dak  Bridge 
Association,  we  are  not  in  favor  of  bridge  rehabilitation.      It's  not 
because  of  values,  or  something  like  that.     As  far  as  our  stand  on  where  to 
build  the  bridge  and  where  the  project  should  be,  our  feeling  is  still   that 
we  want  a  bridge.     And  wherever  it  works  out  the  best  for  all    concerned, 
that's  pretty  much  a  debate,  yet.     As  my  personal    feeling  on  the  thing,  as 
a   farmer  and  beet  raiser  —  and  sugar  beets  are  the  primary  crop  over  here 
--  I  would  lean  a  little  bit  toward  the  eastern  routes  that  run  through 
North  Dakota.     We  have  been  dealing  with  Holly  Sugar  on  different  ways  to 
get  these  beets  delivered  to  the  factories.     Two  years  ago  we  picked  up  all 
the  extra  freight  above  $1.75  a  ton.     Before  that  we  were  on  a  60-40  split 
deal.     Now  we  have  one  more  year  of  that  contract,   and  the  way  the  rates 
are  going,   it's  costly.      It's  getting  to  the  point  where  we're  just  going 
to  be  out  of  business,   and  something  just  has  to  be  done  so  that  we  can  get 
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those  beets  across  the  river  over  there  --  get  them  across  in  some  kind  of 
different  way  or  you're  just  going  to  be  out  of  business.     And  I  think 
you're  probably  looking  at  a  $3  million  dollar  industry  over  here  on  the 
Buford-Trenton  project,  which-,    I  think,   isn't  a  lot   in  comparison  to  a  lot 
of  things. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  one  comment.      I  would  like  to  commend  the  two 
highway  departments  for  all   the  good  work  they've  done  to  date.     They're 
probably  ahead  of  schedule  as  far  as  what  I  thought  they  would  be  at  this 
point. 

I  have  one  question   I  would  like  to  ask  about  the  federal    funding.      I 
had  a  telephone  conversation  with  Mr.   Bradley  about  two  months  ago.     He 
said  something  about  federal    funds  being  cut  back. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     I  guess   I  can  try  to  answer  this  the  best   I  can.     Perhaps 
Charlie  can  help  me  out.     But  the  problem  we  have  with  the  funding  at  this 
time  is  that  the  federal    government  has  put  a  ceiling  on  what  can  be  spent. 
Because  of  that,  we  are  working  in  a  situation  where  we  really  don't  know 
from  one  year  to  the  next  where  we're  going  to  be  at.      In  addition  to  that, 
there  will   be  a  new  highway  act  that  will    be  taking  over  in  1983.     The 
funding  proposal    at  this  time  is  the  use  of  bridge   replacement  funding, 
which  is  a  special -category  funding  that  Congress  set  aside  for  projects 
somewhat  similar  to  this.     And  perhaps  to  these  people  who  are  familiar 
with  the  state  and  county  systems,  you  can  see  some  fruits  of  that  program 
over  the  last  few  years.      It's  been  going  on,  and  we  have  the  opportunity 
to  replace  some  structures  which  we  couldn't  do  with  the  normal    federal    aid 
programs.     So,  with  respect  to  the  funding  situation,    I  guess  right  now  we 
can't  honestly  tell  you  when  the  money  is  to  be  available.     We  are  hopeful 
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—  we  are  always  hopeful    in  this  business,  that's  the  only  way  you  can  be, 
because  in  our  experience,   it  has  varied  from  year  to  year  --  and  it  seems 
to  go  up  and  down  along  with  the  economy.     So  it's  just  something  that 
nobody  can  predict  at  the  present  time.     But  we  are  proceeding  with  the 
idea  that  funds  will    be  made  available,   and  we  want  to  be  ready  when  they 
show  up.     So  if  that's  an  answer,   I  guess  that's  the  best  I  can  do  for  you. 
I'm  sure  they  might  pursue  it  again  on  a  day-to-day  basis.     Mr.     Bradley 
and  the  commissioner  will    be  getting  more  information,   and  they  might  be 
able  to  help  people  some  more  with  that,  but  right  now,    I  don't  think  we 
can  do  any  better. 

Anyone  else  who  would  like  to  make  a  comment? 
ROGER  PIERCE:     My  name  is  Roger  Pierce.      I'm  a  beet  farmer,  and  I'm  in 
favor  of  any  of  the  alternates  D  through  F. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Okay.     Thank  you.     Anyone  else?     Okay,  there's  a  couple  of 
people. 

VERDINE  RICE:      I'm  Verdine  Rice,   representative  of  District  1  in  North 
Dakota.     Looking  at  your  map,  couldn't  you  save  a  little  money  if  you  went 
at  right  angles  on  Route  E,  up  a  little  further  upstream  and  tie  up  with 
North  Dakota  58? 

Then  the  second  question:      Is  Montana  matching  funds  with  North  Dakota, 
or  what's  been  arranged  or  being  proposed? 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Let's  start  with  the  alignment.      I'm  not  quite  certain  as  to 
what  you're  referring  to.       That  was  Alternate  E,  and  you're  thinking  in 
terms  of  —  are  you  talking  about  the  south  end? 
VERDINE  RICE:      Yes. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:  You'd  like  to  take  off  at  the  south  end  and  head  directly 
toward  the  river,  is  that  correct?  Okay,  that's  your  recommendation. 
Okay,  I  guess  we  haven't  really  looked  at  that  particular  one.  With  the 
report,  being  that  we'd  like  to  keep  the  continuity  of  58  there,  so  that 
we'll  be  able  to  drive  the  normal  posted  speed  on  it.  If  you  introduce 
another  junction,  it  would  just  create  another  situation  where  you  would 
have  to  slow  down  and  stop.  I  think  that's  the  primary  reason  for  that. 

Your  second  comment,  I'm  trying  to  remember  what  it  was.  What  was  your 
second  comment? 

VERDINE  RICE:  About  matching  funds. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Oh,  yes,  matching  funds.  There's  some  expense,  depending  on 
where  it  is  built.  If  it  is  built  on  the  Montana  side,  then  we  would 
expect  that  Montana  would  end  up  paying  more  and  the  opposite  would  be  true 
if  it  were  built  in  North  Dakota.  We  have  not  yet  worked  out  a  formal 
agreement.  There  are  so  many  different  aspects  to  this  funding,  that  it's 
difficult  to  really  tie  it  down.  It  gets  down  to  who  uses  it  the  most, 
whose  advantages  are  most,  and  the  overall  costs.  There  are  a  number  of 
things  that  are  involved  in  this  thing,  but  the  administrators  from  both 
North  Dakota  and  Montana  will  be  sitting  down  and  working  out  some  kind  of 
an  agreement.  The  federal  money  will  also  be  a  question  between  the  two 
states.  Each  state  gets  a  portion  or  share  of  money,  so  we  would  both  put 
some  of  that  money  into  the  funding.  The  state  matching  funds,  however,  in 
North  Dakota  it's  a  little  different  than  Montana.  I  don't  know  if  you're 
familiar  with  the  two  systems  or  not. 

In  North  Dakota  we  would  pay  for  the  matching  parts  out  of  the  state 
highway  funds,  where  in  Montana,  I  understand  that  the  funds  are   allocated 
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to  the  county,  and  it  becomes  the  county's   responsibility.      I  may  not  be 
entirely  correct,   but  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  that's  the  situation  as 
it  exists  there.     But  the  details  would  have  to  be  worked  out  after  the 
alignment  is  selected,  and  we've  pretty  much  agreed  on  what  the  cost  will 
be.     Then  we'll    get  into  the  cost-sharing  part  of  it.     But  there  is  the 
understanding  between  the  two  states  that  there  is  responsibility  on  both 
sides  —  this  is  going  to  be  a  joint  thing.     Does  that  answer  your 
question? 

Anyone  else? 
DOUG  HOFFMAN:     My  name  is  Doug  Hoffman.      I  farm  in  the  Buford  area  and 
raise  sugar  beets.      I  very  strongly  favor  one  of  the  North  Dakota  alter- 
nates.     I  think  there're  a  lot  of  people  here  who.  haven't  expressed  their 
opinions,   and  it's  of  importance  to  know  the  direction  of  their 
suggestions.     We  could  pass  the  microphone  from  one  end  to  the  other  and 
begin  at  this  end. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Well,  we're  not  quite  ready  for  that  yet.     We  may  end  up 
there.     But  quite  frankly,  we  would  be  interested  in  comments  with  regard 
to  the  alternates,  whether  it  be  for  or  against  a  particular  alternate.     I 
think  we've  got  something  like  five  alternates  on  the  North  Dakota  side, 
and  we  want  to  leave  here  with  information  that  will    help  the  administra- 
tors in  their  selection  of  one  of  the  five  alternates.      I'm  sure  that  those 
five  affect  you  people  in  ways  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  they  affect  the 
historic  site.     So,  we  ask  you  to  speak  up  and  give  us  your  feelings  on 
this  so  that  we  have  a  little  bit  something  to  go  on  in  making  the 
decision. 
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Incidentally,  the  decision  as  to  which  location  will  be  the  best  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  North  Dakota  state  highway  commissioner.  In  Montana, 
the  members  of  the  commission  will  make  that.  In  this  particular  instance, 
a  meeting  will  be  arranged,  and  the  two  administrative  groups  will  meet  and 
between  the  two  of  them,  based  on  the  information  we  receive  at  the  public 
hearings,  we  will  select  a  route  and  develop  a  cost  sharing.  So  if  you 
have  any  strong  feelings,  one  way  or  another,  please  say  so. 
VOICE:  I'm  a  local  rancher  and  I  believe  that  this  bridge  should  go  the 
most  economical,  the  shortest,  and  easiest-to-maintain  route.  This  bridge 
has  stood  for  100  years. 

The  shortest  distance  between  two  points  is  still  a  straight  line. 
Placing  the  new  bridge  adjacent  to  the  old  bridge  is  a  reminder  of  the  days 
of  Model  T's  and  steam  engines  that  once  crossed  the  river.  It's  the  last 
rail  bridge  in  operation  in  the  United  States.  The  historic  and  pictorial 
value  of  this  bridge  should  be  carefully  considered  before  any  or  another 
structure  is  built  adjacent  to  it.  The  intrinsic  value  of  this  beautiful 
bridge  would  be  ruined  for  all  times. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you. 

PAT  MARBURGER:  I'm  Pat  Marburger.  I'm  manager  of  the  Cenex  seed  plant  in 
Williston.  I'm  in  favor  of  one  of  the  three  North  Dakota  routes  that  will 
cut  off  as  many  miles  as  possible.  In  the  past  year  we've  operated  two  gas 
trucks,  a  pickup,  cars  from  our  seed  plant,  and  also  the  Cenex  distribution 
center  in  Williston.  In  the  past  year  we've  had  184  deliveries  in  Montana. 
This  would  be  one  day  all  year  long  our  trucks  would  be  making  this  route. 
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As  you  know,  the  Highway  85  route  from  Williston  to  the  200  corner  is 
really  congested.     Traffic  slows  down  on  those  hills  and  it's  hard  to  get 
up.      It  would  be  quite  a  savings   in  driving  time  going  on  a  new  bridge,  as 
well   as  miles. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.     Anyone  else? 

LLOYD  JOHNSON:     My  name  is  Lloyd  Johnson  and  I'm  the  county  commissioner 
from  Williams  county.      I  guess  if  I  don't  speak,    I  may  go  home  feeling  very 
much  perturbed  with  myself. 

I've  heard  talk  about  enhancing  Fort  Union,   Fort  Buford,  one  thing  or 
another  like  that.      I've  been  to  the  Glacier  National    Park  and  other  parks, 
and  dammit,  those  people  disappoint  me.     Years  ago  they  were  lovely  places 
--  whenever  you  get  people  coming  you  end  up  spoiling  them.     We've  already 
started  to  ruin  Fort  Union  by  building  a  road  by  it.     We  should  have  left 
it  like  it  was  --  let  them  go  out  there  and  get  stuck  in  the  mud.     That's 
the  primitive  way  to  do  it  --  get  a  horse  and  pull   them  out  --whatever  it 
takes. 

I  think  we  should  get  about  the  business  of  building  a  bridge,  and  it 
kind  of  looks  like  one  of  those  North  Dakota  routes  would  be  the  best  one. 
Thank  you  very  much. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Anyone  else? 

CLARENCE  WEHRMAN:      I'm  Clarence  Wehrman  from  the  Williston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  Transportation  Committee.     From  what  I  can  see,    I  think  probably 
C,   F,  or  D.      I  think  we  can  live  with  the  curves,   providing  the  roads  there 
are  built  wide  enough  and  they  are  taken  care  of. 

The  audio-visual   makes  comments  about  traffic  on  Highway  No.  2  --  it 
won't  last.     Maybe  we  should  be  prepared  for  the  traffic  counts  when  they 
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come  down  this  road.  I  think  we  could  probably  leave  that  curve.  On  that 
curve  I  guess  you're  probably  seeing  what.  .  .six  through  nine  --  and 
probably  pretty  expensive  land  right  now.  Also,  quite  a  few  dollars  for 
the  bridge  too,  but  I  would  think  that  C,  F,  or  D,  any  one  of  those,  would 
work  out  very  fine. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  I  would  like  to  say  in  regard  to  the  geometries 
of  the  curves  --  this  will  be  built  to  a  high  enough  standard  so  we  could 
travel  close  to  the  speed  of  55  miles  per  hour.  We  wouldn't  have  any 
problem  with  that.  In  fact,  we'll  more  than  likely  design  the  thing  for  65 
miles  per  hour.  The  design  speed  and  the  actual  posted  speed  vary  on  most 
of  our  highways.  Historically,  here  in  North  Dakota  we  designed  for  at 
least  65  miles  per  hour  for  quite  a  number  of  years.  But  really,  we  try 
to  design  it  for  a  better  speed  than  you  travel.  You  are  provided  that 
little  extra  margin  of  safety,  shall  we  say.  From  the  standpoint  of 
curves,  the  grades  are  a  little  flatter.  So  I  guess  I'd  like  to  say  that 
on  any  of  the  alternates  that  we  have  shown  here,  we  would  expect  to  pro- 
vide that  service. 

BRUCE  BAKEWELL:  My  name  is  Bruce  Bakewel 1 ,  state  senator  from  District  2. 
I'm  all  for  having  probably  the  most  economical  route.  And  we're  going  to 
have  to  look  at  cleaner  and  shorter  routes  to  make  sure  people  get  the  best 
facility  and  the  best  route  you  can  pick.  Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  There's  another  gentleman  over  here,  Ron. 
GENE  IVERSON:  My  name  is  Gene  Iverson.  I've  got  a  couple  of  questions. 
I'm  wondering  if  those  cost  figures  include  getting  the  approaches. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:  Yes,  the  costs  that  we  pay  would  be  the  total  --  the  bridge, 

approaches,  paving,  signing,  whatever  else  is  necessary.   It  would  be  the 

complete  project  from  Highway  58  to  where  it  connects  in. 

BRUCE  BAKEWELL:  Federal  funding  that  qualifies  for  bridge  replacement,  is 

that  for  the  total  cost,  or  just  the  structure? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  That  particular  funding  --  bridge  replacement  funding  -- 

applies  to  bridges  and  the  normal  approaches  to  it.  So  there  would  be  some 

additional  work  on  either  side  of  the  state  line  that  would  have  to  fall 

under  the  normal  road-building  funding  program.  So  there  would  be  two 

types  of  funding  involved  primarily,  we're  almost  quite  certain  of  that.   I 

guess  that  hasn't  definitely  been  decided,  but  I  don't  think  there  will  be 

much  question  about  that. 

VOICE:  We  favor  the  eastern  alternates  --  they  are  the  most  desirable. 

But  most  of  our  service  areas  are  east  of  the  location  and  the  trouble 

falls  having  to  haul  there  —  we'd  like  to  get  there  as  soon  as  possible, 

so  we  will  definitely  favor  the  North  Dakota  sites. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

BRUCE  BAKEWELL:  Bruce  Bakewell,  again.  I  don't  think  I  made  it  clear.   I 

wanted  to  suggest  one  of  the  North  Dakota  sites,  and  I  forgot  which  one  it 

was  —  whichever  was  the  cheapest.  But  whichever  one  in  North  Dakota,  that 

possibly  is  the  one  that  I  would  be  in  favor  of. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Charlie,  would  you  check  on  those  figures.  You  have  those 

figures  on  the  alternates,  could  you  give  them  to  us  again. 

CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  For  Alternate  A,  $5.6  million;  Alternate  B,  $5.6 

million;  Alternate  C,  $4.9  million;  Alternate  D,  $4.8  million;  Alternate 
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E,  $5.1  million;  and  Alternate  F,  $4.8  million.  So,  I  guess  Alternates  D 
and  F  are  the  cheapest  alternates.  Alternates  C,  D,  and  F  are  all 
basically  the  same  in  terms  of  cost. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  Does  anyone  else  care  to  make  a  comment  now? 
MIKE  HILL:  My  name  is  Mike  Hill.  I've  sat  here  this  afternoon,  and 
basically,  I  haven't  looked  at  the  proposals  yet,  but  I  represent  the  Fort 
Union.  We  agree  we  need  a  new  bridge.  A  few  minutes  ago  a  gentleman  made 
a  comment  that  placing  the  bridge  150  feet  on  either  side  of  the  Snowden 
Bridge  would  ruin  the  historical  value  of  that  bridge.  And  I  would  like 
each  of  you  to  consider  for  a  moment  what  any  one  of  the  North  Dakota 
alternates  would  do  to  the  historical  value  of  the  Fort  Union  and  Fort 
Buford  historic  sites.  It's  one  of  the  most  historic  areas.  I  think  we'll 
have  to  go  along  and  support  the  National  Park  Service  in  their  comment  on 
the  different  alternates  on  the  North  Dakota  side.  I  guess  the  only  alter- 
nate we  could  give  any  support  to  at  all  would  be  the  ones  on  the  Montana 
side.  Thank  you. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

BEN  INNIS:  My  name  is  Ben  Innis,  President  of  Fort  Union  and  Fort  Buford 
Council.  Now  we  are  a  bi -state  —  North  Dakota  and  Montana  —  organiza- 
tion, and  also  in  five  counties.  We  have  no  choice  but  to  side  with  the 
National  Park  Service.  In  other  words,  we  favor  the  Montana  site  for  the 
bridge.  I  would  also  like  to  question  what  possible  historic  values  the 
bridge  has  on  the  Missouri  when  compared  to  Fort  Buford  or  Fort  Union. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you. 
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FRED  GARDNER:     My  name  is  Fred  Gardner.     And  I'd  just  like  to  say  --   I  was 

wondering  what  the  historical    value  to  Fort  Buford  and  Fort  Union  is?     I 

was  wondering  what  it  is  when  compared  to  the  Potomac.      I  had  a  chance  to 

be  back   home  about  a  month  ago  and  they  had  scrapers  all   over  the  place  and 

disturbed  the  landscape.      I  don't  know  how  they  managed  to  do  that,   but 

somehow  they  did. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.     Anyone  else? 

SUSAN  BERRY:     My  name  is  Susan  Berry.     My  father  lives  on  a  farm  in  the 

Bainville  area.      I  also  think  that  for  other  projects,   archeologists  went 

and  excavated  areas  before  the  project  was  completed.     Well,  this  project 

probably  won't  be  built  for  a  time,   and  the  archaeological    site  could  be 

excavated  along  the  area  where  the  road  should  go. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you. 

TOM  ABELL:     My  name  is  Tom  Abell,  and  I'm  in  favor  for  the  Buford  area.      I 

would  be  in  favor  of  Alternates  C,  D,  or  F.     I  have  to  drive  over  that  damn 

bridge  and  I  don't  think   it's  that  beautiful    --  nobody  cares  too  much  about 

the  bridge.     The  bridge  is  old  and  worthless.     So  I  do  favor  C,  D,  or  F. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you. 

JOHN  HARP:     My  name  is  John  Harp,   and  I  farm  north  of  here.      I  would  favor 

one  of  the  alternates,   either  E  or  F  —  maybe  I  just  feel    in  the  mood. 

But  with  inflationary  costs,  you  figure  you  won't  get  the  bridge  built  for 

three  more  years  —  how  much  more  will    it  cost  you  by  then? 

WILFRED  WOLF:      I  guess   I'll    answer  that  by  saying  that  the  costs  are  based 

on  today's  cost.     You  tell    us  what  the  inflation  rate  in  construction  is 

going  to  be,  and  we'll   answer  your  question.     But  quite  frankly,  we  can't 

do  it.     The  estimates  are  based  on  today's  costs.     They  talk  about  payback 
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--  that  probably  wouldn't  change  too  much  either  because  inflation  is  going 

to  affect  the  alternates  in  somewhat  the  same  way.     So  that's  the  best  we 

can  do  at  this  time,  although  we  do  anticipate  that  inflation  will   continue 

to  some  extent.      I  think   it's  somewhat  of  a  national    policy  at  the  present 

time.     There's  a  gentleman  with  his  hand  up. 

VOICE:      I'm  a  local    rancher.     The  American  Automobile  Association  says  it 

costs  24£  a  mile  to  operate  an  automobile.     And  so  if  this  is  close  to  a 

16-mile  trip,  that  will    run  $3.80  to  make  that  trip. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.      I  see  someone  else  had  his  hand  raised. 

VOICE:      I  go  for  Alternates  C,  D,  or  F. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Okay.     Thank  you. 

DIANA  AVANS:     My  name  is  Diana  Avans.      I  grew  up  in  this  area,   and  now  I 

happen  to  be  a  property  owner.     All   the  time  I  was  living  around  here  we 

heard  about  Fort  Buford  and  all   this,  but  this  historical    stuff  didn't  seem 

all   that  important  to  me.     Now  it  gets  carried  away. 

But  anyway,  the  proposal    for  the  Snowden  Bridge  --  the  new  one  is  going 
to  be  very  close  to  the  old  one  —  where  on  the  North  Dakota  side,    I  don't 
see  why  they  didn't  compromise  and  put  it  in  between.     Look  at  all   the 
people  you're  going  to  get  in  here  to  come  and  see  your  historical    site, 
right?     Isn't  that  the  reason?     So  I'm  for  C,  D,  or  F. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.     Anyone  else? 

We've  had  some  support  for  the  Snowden  location  and  Alternates  C,  D, 
and  F.     Is  there  anyone  here  that  would  like  to  perhaps  make  some  comments 
on  how  any  of  those  major  locations  may  affect  them  personally?     Is  there 
anyone  here  that  might  want  to  comment  on  that?     Any  comments  that  anyone 
would  like  to  make?     There's  a  gentleman  way  back   in  the  corner. 
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01 af  Opedahl :   I'm  Olaf  Opedahl,  representative  from  District  #2.   I've 
attended  some  of  the  other  meetings  that  we've  had.   I'd  like  to  congratu- 
late all  you  people  from  the  Buford-Trenton  area  for  your  interest  in 
getting  this  bridge  built.   It  takes  interest  like  this  to  get  things  done, 
and  they'll  take  our  input  for  those  alternatives.   I  think  if  we  all  keep 
working  like  we  have,  I  think  we're  going  to  get  it  done.  I  think  this  is 
realistic  progress  in  the  best  interests  of  all  different  parties.  I  can 
certainly  say  the  bridge  should  be  built  for  the  future,  and  build  roads 
for  later  on.   I'd  like  to  thank  the  Highway  Department  and  also  the  state 
of  Montana  for  their  help. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

VOICE:   I  understand  that  Fort  Union  Park  has  objections  to  alternates. 
Which  of  the  three  Alternates  C,  D,  and  F  are  the  least  objectionable? 
I'd  like  to  know  that,  please. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  You're  asking  me  which  ones  would  be  least  objectionable? 
VOICE:  Before  I  surrender  the  mike,  I  would  like  to  compliment  you  people. 
You've  come  a  long  way  and  I  think  both  highway  departments  (Jerry  Wicks 
and  Walter  Hjelle)  have  done  remarkable  jobs  in  working  together.  And  I 
think  that  this  presentation  is  superb,  and  I  hope  you'll  present  it  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  show  the  need. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Perhaps  we  could  get  back  to  Ron  Blaufuss,  our 
environmental  engineer.  Could  you  give  us  a  quick  rundown  on  Alternates  C, 
D,  and  F,  please,  as  to  the  effects  there  would  be  on  the  Fort  Union  and 
Fort  Buford  sites.   I  believe  Alternate  F  is  the  one  that  is  affecting  the 
least. 
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RON  BLAUFUSS:  Okay.  As  far  as  C,  D,  and  F,  the  effect  which  they  would 
have  on  Fort  Union  is  —  the  National  Park  Service  is  on  record  as  how  the 
project  affects  it.  The  National  Park  Service  has  stated  that  Alternate  C 
will  adversely  affect  Fort  Union  because  of  visual  intrusion.  Alternate  D 
will  affect  Fort  Union  to  a  lesser  extent.  Alternates  C  and  D  will  affect 
archaeological  sites.  Alternate  F  was  developed  to  avoid  the  archaeologi- 
cal sites,  and  hopefully  to  have  a  lesser  affect  on  Fort  Union. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  So  the  answer  is  Alternate  F,  and  it  is  a  compromise 
that  was  worked  up  in  the  process  of  developing  the  alternates,  and  trying 
to  avoid  the  major  effects. 

MR.  GARDNER:  My  name  is  Fred  Gardner  from  the  Mon-Dak  Bridge  Association. 
I  didn't  know  that  Alternate  F  was  going  to  work  out  like  he  just  men- 
tioned, like  a  compromise.  And  definitely,  Alternate  F  wouldn't  be  that 
bad.  Speaking  as  a  beet  grower,  a  farmer,  and  involved  with  an  irrigation 
project,  Alternate  F  is  not  that  bad  for  any  of  us,  I'm  sure.  I  know  as  an 
association  member,  I  can  be  pretty  sure  we'd  go  along  with  Alternate  F. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  I  think  if  you  look  closely  at  the  alternates 
that  we  have  here  (C,  D,  and  F),  you'll  notice  that  the  north  end  of 
Alternate  C  follows  that  large  draw.  It  would  avoid  splitting  one  of  the 
cultivated  properties.  The  draw  itself  is  the  split  at  this  time. 
Alternates  F,  D,  and  E  would  split  the  properties  on  the  north  side.  I 
think  that  is  the  basic  difference  with  the  exception  of  the  archeological 
difference.  Operationally,  there  is  no  difference  to  the  drivers  between 
Alternates  C,  D,  and  F,  with  the  exception  of  the  short  distance  that  the 
two  are  separated  on  the  north  end. 
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VOICE:  I'm  here  to  represent  the  irrigation  project,  and  I'd  like  it  to  go 
on  record  as  favoring  the  North  Dakota  routes,  C,  D,  or  F. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Who  would  like  to  be  next? 

REPRESENTATIVE  HUGHES:  I'm  Representative  Steve  Hughes  from  Williston,  and 
I  guess  I  can  agree  with  most  of  these  people  here  on  Alternates  C,  F,  or 
D.  There's  just  one  thing  that  I  would  like  to  point  out,  if  I  may.  That 
85,  as  you  well  know,  we  complained  about  that  for  eight  months,  and  they 
resurfaced  that  area  just  recently.  But  I  guess  my  feelings  are  that  with 
the  tax  receipts  --  the  way  it  is,  next  year  you'll  be  back  for  funding  -- 
or  should  I  say  two  years  from  now. 

The  other  point  that  I  would  like  to  make  —  As  you  well  know,  the 
legislature  appropriated  $30  million  to  the  State  Highway  Department  this 
past  session.  The  people  out  west  consider  half  that  money  coming  from  the 
west.  They  have  worked  these  past  two  years  to  get  this  far.  I  think  the 
people  from  this  area  would  like  to  see  it  done  a  lot  quicker.  I  think  the 
reception  from  the  west  —  when  it  comes  to  appropriating  money  or  raising 
state  highway  taxes  --  would  be  better  for  us  in  this  part  of  the  country 
if  the  project  was  done  a  lot  quicker  than  two  or  three  years  down  the 
road. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  thank  you.  Anyone  else?  There's  a  gentleman  back 
there. 

EDWARD  LARSON:  My  name  is  Edward  Larson.  I'm  an  area  beet  farmer.  I 
would  like  it  to  go  on  the  records  that  I  favor  Alternates  C,  D,  or  F  also. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

I  don't  see  anyone  at  this  time.  I'd  like  to  wrap  this  up  a  little  by 
just  saying  that  we  have  enjoyed  you  being  here.  I  think  we've  had  a  lot 
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of  comments  in  regard  to  the  project.  We  want  to  remind  you  that  the 
second  part  of  this  hearing  will  be  held  at  Fairview,  and  if  any  of  you 
would  like  to  come,  you're  certainly  welcome.  If  there's  anyone  you  know 
of  that  you  feel  could  attend,  perhaps  you  could  suggest  that  to  them. 
CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  I  was  wondering  about  the  time  of  the  Fairview  meeting. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Oh,  yes.   It's  at  7:30  mountain  time. 

VOICE:  This  is  not  to  interrupt  the  public  hearing,  but  on  behalf  of  the 
Montana  Highway  Department,  if  you  have  any  knowledge  about  a  counter  that 
was  placed  on  the  secondary  route  north  of  the  bridge  last  weekend,  it  has 
disappeared,  and  we  would  appreciate  having  it  back. 
(AUDIENCE  APPLAUSE  AND  LAUGHTER) 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  Thank  you  very  much  for  coming  out  this  afternoon. 
I'm  sure  that  your  comments  will  be  considered  and  we  hope  that  we  get  this 
project  moving  again. 
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DAN  BARTSCH:  First  of  all,  I  was  given  the  honor  to  open  the  meeting.  My 
name  is  Dan  Bartsch,  and  I'm  the  manager  of  the  public  hearing  unit  for  the 
Montana  Highway  Department  operations  under  pre-construction.  This 
evening,  that  will  be  about  all  my  duty  is,  to  introduce  a  few  people  here 
because  the  North  Dakota  Highway  Department  has  kind  of  taken  the  lead  in 
preparing  the  environmental  statement  and  the  alternate  studies.   So  they 
have  prepared  and  will  conduct  the  formal  public  hearing  here  this  evening. 

First  of  all,  a  few  of  the  people  from  the  Montana  Highway  Department 
will  be  here  to  either  answer  questions,  or  will  be  working  with  North 
Dakota  in  the  coming  months  on  this. 

Steve  Kologi,  over  on  the  side  there.  .  .Steve  is  the  chief  of  pre- 
construction.  Don  Anderson  is  also  there,  and  he  is  the  area  engineer.  He 
is  responsible  for  coordinating  design  on  projects  in  this  part  of  the 
state  of  Montana,  and  of  course  this  job  is  a  coordinating  job  here.  Also 
from  the  Montana  side  is  the  Federal  Highway's  representative,  Harold 
Ollila,  way  in  the  back  there,  and  he's  the  environmental  engineer.  We  are 
here  mostly  as  guests  and  to  help  talk  about  it. 

From  the  North  Dakota  Highway  Department,  John  Bjorke  is  the  division 
engineer  out  of  Willi ston.  A  lot  of  you  were  talking  to  him  as  you  were 
coming  in.  .  .he  was  in  the  doorway.  Charlie  Gul licks  is  over  along  the 
side  also.  Charlie  is  chief  of  planning  and  survey,  and  he's  coordinating 
the  studies  and  the  work  between  the  two  states.  Woodie  Wolf  is  right  over 
here  on  the  side.  Woodie  is  the  design  engineer,  and  he  will  also  be  moni- 
toring the  meeting  this  evening  and  directing  the  questions,  etc.  Ron 
Blaufuss  is  here,  who  is  the  environmental  engineer  for  North  Dakota.  He's 
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in  the  back  there  on  one  side.     Mr.   01 li la's  counterpart  with  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  of  North  Dakota  is  Cal    Larson,  who  is  also  in  the 
back  there. 

I  don't  have  too  much  else  to  say.     Any  correspondence  that  the  Montana 
people  feel    better  about  sending  to  the  Montana  Highway  Department,   it'll 
probably  come  through  me,   and  I  will    pass  it  on  and  coordinate  it  with 
those  people  from  North  Dakota.     Right  at  this  time  I  will   turn  it  over  to 
Wilfred  to  lay  out  a  little  bit  of  what  the  presentation  will   be  and  how 
we'll    handle  the  meeting.     Thanks,  Woodie. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you,   Dan.     Can  everyone  hear  us  back  there?     Okay, 
fine.     This  public  hearing  this  evening  is  the  second  of  a  two-part 
hearing,  the  first  one  having  been  at  Trenton  at  1:30  this  afternoon.     I 
see  some  familiar  faces  --  welcome  back.'  The  project  that  we're  here  to 
talk  about,  of  course,   is  the  replacement  of  the  Snowden  Bridge.     We're 
here  to  look  at  several   different  alignments,   perhaps  try  to  answer  some 
questions  and  get  the  feeling  of  you  people  on  the  record  as  to  how  you 
feel    about  the  possibility  of  the  project.     But  rather  than  to  go  into  the 
thing  and  try  to  explain  it  entirely,  we  have  an  audio-visual   put  together 
.    .   .it's  a  slide-tape  type  of  thing.     We  will   show  that  and  after  that 
we'll    go  ahead  with  it.     Are  you  ready  to  go,  Kevin?     Okay. 

AUDIO-VISUAL  PRESENTATION 

The  audio-visual  presentation  shown  at  the  Fairview  public  hearing  is 
the  same  as  shown  at  the  Trenton  public  hearing.  The  verbatim  script  can  be 
found  on  page  2  of  the  transcript. 


These  were  the  comments  that  followed  the  audio-visual   presentation. 


WILFRED  WOLF:     To  help  us  with  our  process  at  the  hearing  here  this 
evening,  you've  all    received  the  handouts.     On  the  aerial    photograph  you'll 
see  that  we've  identified  all   of  the  alternates.     There's  a  guide  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page  there  that  shows  you  which  alternate  is  which.     We  ask 
that  you  refer  to  that  if  you're  talking  about  one  alternate  in  particular, 
so  that  we're  certain  we're  talking  about  the  right  one.     We've  got  an 
aerial   photo  that  shows  these  things  to  a  larger  scale  over  here  at  the 
side  of  the  room.     We  invite  anyone  that  might  want  to  come  up  to  discuss 
or  point  out  things,  to  do  so  up  here,   as  well.     We'll   try  to  be  sure  that 
we're  communicating  whatever  way  that  you  would  like  to  do  it. 

Ron  Horner,  who  is  our  hearing  coordinator  with  the  North  Dakota 
Highway  Department,   has  the- traveling  microphone,  and  hopefully  it's  going 
to  work  all   evening.     But  we  ask  that  when  you  want  to  make  your  state- 
ments, that  you   raise  your  hand.     Ron  will    bring  the  microphone  to  you.     We 
ask  you  to  hold  it  up  close  to  your  mouth  so  that  it  picks  up  the  hearing 
being  transcribed.    .    .in  other  words,   recorded,  and  a  transcript  will    be 
typed  from  that  recording.     We  have  to  record  everything  that  is  said  here 
this  evening.     The  transcript,   incidentally,  will    be  available.     When  you 
came  in  I  hope  that  you  all   signed  the  roster  back  there.     We  ask  that  if 
you  haven't  done  that,  that  you  do  so  on  the  way  out.     There's  a  column 
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there  which  you  can  check   if  you'd  like  to  have  a  copy  of  the  transcript. 
When  it's  prepared,  we'll  mail    it  to  you  at  no  cost.     So  feel    free  to  ask 
for  it  if  you  would  like.      Incidentally,  you  will    be  getting  the  total 
transcript,   including  the  hearing  at  Trenton  this  afternoon.     So  you'll    get 
the  entire  transcript  if  you  ask   for  it. 

When  you   receive  the  microphone,  we  ask  that  you  identify  yourself  by 
giving  us  your  name.     We  ask  that  you  do  that  each  different  time  that  you 
speak,   so  that  we  can  identify  the  person  who  made  the  statment.      If  you 
have  any  questions,  we'll   try  to  answer  them.     We  have  a  number  of  people 
here  from  both  Highway  Departments,   and  hopefully  we'll   be  able  to  answer 
any  questions.      If  there  are  any  that  we  cannot  answer,  we  would  be  happy 
to  tell  you  that,   and  we  will    respond  to  you   in  writing  within  the  next  few 
days   if  it's  something  we  can  come  up  with  an  answer  for  rather  quickly. 
If  not,  we'll   answer  you  as  soon  as  we  can. 

It  was  mentioned  that  we  will   be  accepting  written  testimony,  and  I 
guess  I'd  like  to  repeat  that  just  one  more  time,   simply  because  those 
people  from  Montana  who  would  feel   more  comfortable  writing  to  the  Montana 
Highway  Department  are  asked  to  do  so.     The  name  and  address  to  send  the 
letter  to  would  be  on  the  table  back  there.     We'd  ask  you  to  look  at  that 
on  the  way  out,  and  to  write  it  out,  unless  you  happen  to  know  it.     Feel 
free  to  write  to  either  one.     Actually,  the  comments,  whether  they're  sent 
to  Montana  or  to  North  Dakota,  will   end  up  in  North  Dakota  simply  because 
we're  going  to  be  putting  the  transcript  together.     Your  written  testimony 
that's  received  within  the  next  ten  days  will    also  become  a  part  of  that 
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transcript.  So,  it'll  end  up  in  the  same  place,  but,  because  you  may  be 
more  familiar  with  your  people  in  this  state,  why,  feel  free  to  do  it 
either  way. 

I  guess  that's  about  all  I've  got  to  say  as  far  as  introduction  goes. 
We  had  a  very  good  hearing  up  at  Trenton  this  afternoon.  The  testimony 
ranged  from  one  extreme  to  another.  I  guess  there  was  a  little  support  for 
practically  all  of  the  routes.  .  .but  basically,  Alternates  C,  D,  and  F 
seemed  to  be  the  ones  that  most  people  were  in  favor  of.  We  ask,  however, 
regardless  of  what  happened  over  there  this  afternoon,  that  you  give  us 
your  statement:  how  you  feel  about  it,  how  it's  going  to  affect  you,  any 
support  that  you  might  have  for  the  project,  any  objection.  We  ask  you  to 
be  perfectly  honest  with  us.   In  that  way,  when  the  administrative  people 
from  both  North  Dakota  and  Montana  meet  to  make  the  decision  with  regard  to 
the  location,  they  will  know  all  of  what  you  had  to  say.  So,  feel  free  to 
get  up,  and  even  though  what  you  may  have  to  say  may  seem  repetitious  to 
you,  we  ask  that  you  make  your  statement,  because  although  we  aren't  going 
to  be  taking  a  vote  to  see  which  is  the  most  popular  of  the  routes,  cer- 
tainly consideration  will  be  given  to  the  fact  that  more  people  support  a 
particular  location.  So  with  that,  I  will  open  this  to  comments  from  you. 
We  ask  that  somebody  volunteer  to  be  the  first  one  to  make  a  statement. 
WILLIAM  BERRY:  My  name  is  William  Berry.   I'm  a  local  ranch  owner.  As  a 
lifetime  user  of  the  bridge,  I  have  a  certain  amount  of  affection  for  this 
historic  structure,  the  last  of  this  kind  in  the  United  States.  But  I'm 
also  aware  of  its  inconveniences  and  potential  hazards.  Like  many  of  you 
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here,    I  recognize  the  need  for  a  new  bridge.     However,    I  have  several 
serious  reservations  about  the  two  alternatives  proposed  for  the  Montana 
side. 

At  a  time  when  the  national    highways  are  trying  to  straighten  and 
shorten  their  roads   for  economic  reasons,    I  believe  it  would  be  unwise  to 
build  and  maintain  an  extra  eight  to  ten  miles  of  highway  in  eastern 
Montana,  which  has  the  history  of  notoriously  poor  roads  and  maintenance. 

Rehabilitation  of  the  existing  structure  would  leave  us  with  many  of 
the  same  problems  we  have  now,  the  most  important  of  these  problems  being 
the  location,  which   is  the  least  cost  efficient.     Building  a  new  bridge  at 
the  Montana  location  would  make  it  the  most  expensive  alternative,  both  to 
construct  and  to  use. 

The  American  Automobile  Association  says  it  would  cost  24£  per  mile  to 
operate  an  automobile.     This  would  make  an  extra  16-mile   round  trip  cost 
$3.84.     There  are  a  number  of  people  living  in  the  Trenton  and  Fort  Buford 
area  who  commute  to  work  in  Sidney  and  Fairview  or  vice  versa.     For  them, 
this  comes  to  384  miles  per  month,  or  a  total    of  4,608  miles  per  year.    .   . 
now,  this  is  extra  mileage.     This  comes  to  a  cost  of  $1,106  per  year.     In  a 
ten-year  period  this  comes  to  $11,000  extra  to  drive  that  extra  16  miles  a 
day.     Now  this  is  just  for  one  car.     The  cost  for  the  rental    of  a  semi 
truck  and  driver  is  approximately  $1.50  per  mile.     Now  for  a  beet  farmer, 
an  extra  16  miles  round  trip  would  come  to  approximately  $24  per  trip. 
Now,  when  applying  these  figures  to  a  semi,   a  daily  round  trip  would  cost 
$576  per  month,   and  that  would  be  $7,000  per  year  if  the  farmer  made  that 
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trip  everyday,   six  days  a  week  per  year.     To  run   500  trucks  this  extra  16 
miles  round  trip,   it  would  cost  $288,000  per  month,   and  it  would  cost 
$3,500,000  per  year. 

A  bridge  built  at  one  of  the  North  Dakota  sites,   however,  would  result 
in  no  extra  additional   mileage  for  traffic  coming  from  Montana.     The  time 
in  which  consumers  pay  the  equal    bridge  construction  plus  maintenance  will 
occur  ten  years  earlier  for  the  North  Dakota  site.      I  believe  this  bridge 
should  go  the  most  economical,  the  shortest,  and  the  easiest  route  to 
maintain,   as  the  bridge  could  exist  for  100  years.     The  shortest  distance 
between  two  points  is  still   a  straight  line. 

Putting  a  new  bridge  adjacent  to  the  present  Snowden  Bridge  is 
unthinkable,  as  the  old  bridge  is  a  reminder  of  the  days  when  the  cowboys 
and  Model   T's  and  the  steam  engines  once  crossed  the  river.     It  is  the  last 
auto  and  rail   bridge  remaining  in  operation  in  the  United  States.     It  is 
the  only  auto  and  train  bridge  on  the  Missouri   River.     The  tourists  and 
pictorial    value  of  this  bridge  should  be  carefully  considered  before 
another  structure  is  built  adjacent  to  it.     The  intrinsic  value  of  this 
beautiful   bridge  could  be  ruined  for  all   times.     Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.     Anyone  else?     Just  raise  your  hand  and  Ron  will 
bring  the  microphone  to  you. 

MARLENE  EIDE:     My  name  is  Marlene  Eide  and  I'm  a  county  commissioner  from 
Williams  county.      I'm  also  bringing  a  letter  written  by  Mayor  Jim  Haugen  of 
the  city  of  Williston  which  says,   "The  city  commission  of  the  city  of 
Williston,   North  Dakota,  wishes  to  be  on  record  as  fully  supporting  a 
bridge  crossing  over  the  Missouri   River  in  the  Buford-Trenton  area.     Over 
the  past  years  we  have  supported  the  efforts  of  the  Buford-Trenton  area 
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farmers  and  other  interested  persons.  Increased  energy  development  now 
makes  the  bridge  issue  even  more  critical.  The  city  of  Williston  and  the 
Williston  business  community  support  any  one  of  the  Alternatives  C,  D,  and 
F  as  viable  bridge  options,  and  urge  that  this  project  be  given  the  very 
highest  priority."  I  concur  in  Mayor  Haugen's  statement.  Thank  you  for 
your  opportunity  to  be  heard  on  this. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 

SUSAN  BERRY:  Good  evening.  My  name  is  Susan  Berry,  and  my  father  owns  a 
farm  in  the  Bainville  area.  The  need  for  a  new  bridge  at  the  present  time 
has  been  well  documented.  There  is  no  argument  with  this.  However,  some 
of  the  alternative  routes  are  better  than  others. 

Alternate  A  through  Montana  is  the  most  expensive.  This  route  also 
proposes  to  build  a  new  structure  adjacent  and  parallel  to  the  existing 
Snowden  Bridge.  This  creates  some  problems  to  be  discussed  in  a  moment. 
This  route  could  also  increase  the  possibility  of  accidents.  This  route 
could  also  interfere  with  the  irrigation  water  removed  from  the  river  at 
this  site. 

Because  a  Montana  route  is  ten  miles  longer  than  it  needs  to  be,  it 
would  be  the  most  expensive  to  build  and  maintain.  This  route  is  also  the 
most  expensive  to  use  in  regard  to  gas  consumption  and  wear  and  tear  on 
vehicles.  This  route  will  also  take  longer  to  drive.  For  those  who  truck 
their  crop,  their  cattle.  .  .this  extra  cost  is  especially  important. 

There  are  some  problems  with  building  the  new  bridge  parallel  and  adja- 
cent to  the  Snowden  Bridge.  The  existing  bridge  is  located  at  a  narrow 
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bend  in  the  river.   Ice  jams  have  been  known  to  occur  here.   It  is  possible 
that  ice  jams  could  push  the  aging  Snowden  Bridge,  which  is  almost  70  years 
old,  into  an  adjacent  structure.  The  new  bridge  could  be  severely  damaged, 
causing  a  tremendous  waste  of  our  tax  money.  Building  the  new  bridge  next 
to  the  old  bridge  would  ruin  the  intrinsic  and  pictorial  beauty  of  this 
historic  structure. 

The  Montana  route  would  introduce  at  least  one  more  curve  than  the 
other  route.  Curves  increase  the  possibility  of  accidents,  especially 
under  the  hazardous  driving  conditions  that  occur  in  this  country. 

An  irrigation  district  has  a  pump  site  located  near  the  proposed 
Montana  bridge  site.  It  is  possible  the  new  structure  could  deflect  water 
away  from  the  pump  site. 

In  conclusion,  it  seems  Route  A  is  the  least  economical  in  both  the 
short  run  and  in  the  long  run.  There  may  be  a  possibility  of  more  acci- 
dents. The  new  structure  may  interfere  with  irrigation  if  put  at  this 
point.  The  archaeological  site  such  as  Fort  Union-Fort  Buford,  and  a  few 
located  at  the  confluence,  are  important.  However,  cost  efficiency  is  also 
important,  too.  Possibly  a  compromise  route  such  as  Alternate  F  or  E  could 
be  agreed  on,  that  would  do  a  minimum  amount  of  damage  to  the  archaeo- 
logical site,  while  being  cost  efficient  at  the  same  time.  This  project 
will  take  quite  a  while  to  complete,  which  would  allow  time  for  archaeo- 
logical excavations  to  be  done  in  the  area  of  the  road.  Thank  you  for  your 
attention. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Who  would  like  to  be  next? 

JOHNNY  SCHMITT:  My  name  is  Johnny  Schmitt.   I'm  a  property  owner  and  tax- 
payer in  McKenzie  county,  and  I  own  property  on  one  proposal  of  the 
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Alternate  Plan  B.  I  highly  disapprove  of  this  because  it's  prime-irrigated 
land,  gravity-irrigated  land,  which  is  scarce  in  the  United  States.  .  .we 
need  more  of  it.  I  recommend  highly  Alternate  A-l.  We  already  have  a  mile 
of  paved  road  up  to  the  state  line.  You  have  a  large  number  of  residential 
farmers  who  are  in  need  of  a  paved  road.  They  haul  beets  —  probably  just 
as  many  beets  as  Trenton.  And  also,  the  railroad  bridge.  .  .it  must  be  a 
good  location  because  the  railroad  built  it  there.  I  wish  it  to  go  on 
record  that  I  highly  approve  Alternate  A-l. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  thank  you. 

TOM  MILLER:  My  name  is  Tom  Miller  and  I'm  a  landowner.  My  question  is 
.  .  .the  width  of  the  right  of  way.  It  was  stated  earlier  in  the  film,  and 
I  would  like  to  have  that  repeated  for  myself. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  On  a  project  such  as  this,  we  would  anticipate  that  the 
normal  right  of  way  would  be  about  200  feet  wide.  Now,  we  have  made  excep- 
tions to  that  if  there  is  some  specific  reason  for  doing  that.  But, 
because  of  the  fact  that  we  need  the  material  to  build  a  road,  and  normally 
that's  taken  out  of  the  ditches,  that  would  be  the  normal  right  of  way. 
TOM  MILLER:  Okay,  the  normal  right  of  way.  Now  you  aren't  really  stating-, 
if  Alternates  C,  F,  and  D  would  be  200  feet.  Are  A  and  A-2  also  200  feet? 
Are  each  one  of  the  routes  200  feet,  is  that  what  you're  saying? 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Basically  we  would  start  out  by  saying  that,  yes. 
TOM  MILLER:  Okay,  along  this  order,  Routes  C,  F,  and  D  parallel  a  federal 
drain  ditch.  So  consequently,  I  cannot  believe  that  200  feet  would  be 
enough  for  either  C,  F,  or  D,  and  I  don't  really  believe  that  the  acreages 
that  were  mentioned  are  as  exact  as  they  possibly  could  be.  That  drain 
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ditch  that  parallels  C,   F,  and  D  is  approximately  nine  feet  deep.    .    .so 
consequently  your  right  of  way  is  going  to  have  to  be  considerably  greater 
than  200  feet.     And  I  believe  it'll   disprove  your  acre  figure.     Are  you 
familiar  with  that  drain  that.    .   . 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Yes,    I've  seen  the  drain,   but  are  you  saying  that  we're 
going  to  put  the  drain  ditch  within  the  right  of  way?     We're  talking  about 

•       •       • 

TOM  MILLER:   I'm  saying  that  there  will  be  an  additional  200  feet  because 
that  drain  ditch  is  on  a  property  line  from  Herman  Maurer's  to  Tom 
Miller's. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  but  what  I'm  getting  at  is:  are  you  including  the 
right  of  way  for  the  drain  ditch? 
TOM  MILLER:  Well,  I'm  asking  you  that  question,  sir. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  No,  we're  talking  about  just  200  feet  from  the  highway 
itself. 

TOM  MILLER:  Okay,  does  the  state  of  North  Dakota  have  any  type  of  rule 
affecting  a  drain  ditch.  .  .or  do  you  have  to  have  a  grade  up  to  it, 
because  right  now  that  drain  ditch  is  sluffing  in. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  I  guess  we  handle  them  on  an  individual  basis.  .  .and  we 
would  look  at  what  would  need  to  be  done.   If  we  went  parallel  to  the  drain 
ditch,  I'm  sure,  because  of  the  fact  that  we're  short  of  material  to  build 
.  .  .it's  perfectly  flat  for  all  practical  purposes.  .  .that  we  would  con- 
sider taking  any  spoil  banks  that  might  happen  to  be  adjacent  to  the  drain 
ditch. 
TOM  MILLER:  There  are  no  spoil  banks  there. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:  No  spoil  banks.  .  .okay,  then  I  would  expect  that  we  would 

leave  the  drain  ditch  pretty  much  the  way  it  is.  .  .we'd  have  to  move  to 

the  one  side  of  it. 

TQM  MILLER:  Okay,  we  had  mentioned  in  case  of  possibilities  on  accidents 

.  .  .is  it  possible  that  if  there  was  an  accident  here,  that  a  car  could 

overturn  and  people  could  possibly  drown  in  that  ditch  the  way  it.  presently 

is? 

WILFRED  WOLF:      I  suppose  the  possibility  is  always  there,  but  if  we  have 

100  feet,  there  would  be  very  few  vehicles  that  would  get  out  to  that 

distance  to  that  ditch.     So  the  likelihood  would  be  quite  remote. 

Now,  you  did  mention  something  about  the  acreage.    .   .let  me  just 
clarify  one  thing.     We  have  not  determined  exactly  where  these  routes  would 
be.     We're  saying  we  would  go  up  alongside  the  drainage  ditch.     We  have  not 
made  full    surveys  on  these  locations.     We  don't  know  exactly  what's  out 
there.     We've  been  working  with  aerial    photographs  and  whatever;  they're 
estimates,   and  we  admit  that.     But,    I  think  they're  quite  close.    .   .1  think 
you  would  find  that  they're  quite  close.     We  know  what  the  length  is,   and 
on  the  basis  of  200  feet  of  right  of  way,    I  think  the  acreage   is  quite 
close. 

TOM  MILLER:     Well,  the  point   I'm  trying  to  bring  out  is  the  fact  that  the 
200  feet  won't  stand  up  long  with  that  drain  ditch,  being  there  will   be  200 
feet  plus. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Two  hundred  feet  plus  the  drain  ditch? 
TOM  MILLER:     To  meet  your  drain.    .   .so  those  acres  here  that  your  people 
have  drawn  up  at  Bismarck  would  be  incorrect,   probably  by  as  much  as  20 
percent. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:     No,    I  don't  believe  that  we'll    be  taking  more  than  200  feet, 
the  reason  for  that  being  that  we've  already  looked  at  the  thing.     We 
recognize  the  problems,   particularly  with  regard  to  the  drain  ditches  and 
that.     We  can't  disturb  the  drain  ditches  --  those  have  to  stay.     They 
would  have  to  be  a  part  of  the  responsibility  of  getting  the  project   in 
there.    .    .it  would  be  to  maintain  the  irrigation  system.     And  so  we  would 
anticipate  that  we  would  be  short  of  material.     And  as  we've  mentioned  in 
the  audio-visual,  we  do  intend  to  perhaps  bring  in  some  borrow  material    if 
it's  needed  so  that  we  don't  have  to  take  excessive  right  of  way.     We 
recognize  that  the  land  in  this  area  is  particularly  valuable,  and  so  it's 
our  intent  to  minimize  the  taking  as  much  as  possible. 

TOM  MILLER:     Okay,  on  the  same  order,  the  state  of  North  Dakota  is  familiar 
that  in   1975.    .    .either  C,  F,  or  D.    .   .the  river  was  approximately  one  mile 
across  at  that  time. 
WILFRED  WOLF:      In   1975? 
TOM  MILLER:     That  is  correct. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  I'm  not  familiar  with  that  myself.  It's  quite  possible,  I 
suppose,  because  of  the  way  the  river  meanders. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  nevertheless,  it  did  happen,  and  I'm  just  beginning  to 
wonder  just  how  much  material  is  going  have  to  be  purchased,  and  how  much 
material  and  how  many  yards  are  going  to  have  to  be  brought  in,  in  either 
C,   F,   D,  or  E. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Okay,   1975  was  the  year  of  the  high  water,   if  I  recall 
correctly.     We  had  a  very  high  flow.      In  the  audio-visual,  as  also  men- 
tioned, we  would  only  build  the  road  up  to  the  50-year  flood.     Now  anytime 
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it  would  exceed  the  50-year  flood,  that  roadway  on  the  south  side  of  the 
bridge  would  go  under  water  for  a  short  period  of  time.     We're  not 
intending  to  build  that  thing  up  there  so  that  it  will    be  high  and  dry 
forever.     This  would  be  during.    .    .1  would  expect  the  month  of  June  that 
you  would  have  the  flood,  not  the  time  that  the  beets  are  being  hauled.     We 
would  anticipate  that  it  would  be  a  relatively  short  period  of  time  that 
you  would  have  that  happen.     But,   it's  a  50-year  flood,  which   I  guess  you 
could  say  that  you  would  anticipate  it  would  happen  once  in  50  years.     So, 
it  probably  wouldn't  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  many  of  us  here.      It  did 
happen  once  in  1975,  it  probably  won't  repeat.      It  doesn't  mean  that  it 
can't  repeat  two  or  three  years   in  a  row.    .   .but  on  the  average,   it  would 
probably  be  about  50  years  between  that  type  of  experience.     So  that  does 
reduce  the  amount  of  material   that  we  would  need  to  build  that. 
TOM  MILLER:     Are  you  stating  that  you  would  allow  the  paved  road  or  access 
to  the  bridge  to  be  under  water  for  a  short  period  of  time.    .   .or  did  I 
misunderstand  you? 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Yes,  that  could  possibly  happen.    .   .that's  a  once  in  a 
50-year  deal.     Now  let  me  go  on  and  explain  something  else.    .   .and  that  is 
that  normally  bridges  are  built  to  pass  the  100-year  flood.     But  because  of 
the  situation  we've  got  here.    .   .the  fact  that  we  want  to  minimize  it.    .   . 
we're  looking  at  the  50  year. 

The  interstate  system  in  the  state  of  North  Dakota  is  built  to  the 
50-year  flood  for  all   of  these  smaller  type  structures  that  we  have  on  the 
interstate  system.      I  personally  am  aware  of  only  a  couple  of  instances 
where  we  had  any  water  over  the  road  since  we  started  the  interstate,  which 
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is  well  over  20  years  ago,  and  that's  the  entire  length  of  the  state.  It 

happened  over  on  1-29  here  recently.  .  .that  big  rain  they  had  in  July 

about  three  or  four  years  ago.  .  .and  it  happened  out  at  Glen  Ullin  one 

time  on  1-94  that  I'm  aware  of  that  I  can  think  of  right  now.  So  it's  not 

unusual  to  design  for  a  50  year.  I  wouldn't  concern  myself  with  that. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  would  you  believe  there  would  be  adequate  drainage  then, 

if  this  would  occur  maybe  once  out  of  50  or  once  out  of  25.  .  .in  order  to 

drain  that  prime  farmland.  I  mean  once  you  put  an  obstruction  across  there 

like  that  highway  that's  proposed  there  on  C,  F,  and  D,  or  in  fact,  for 

that  matter,  on  Item  E.  .  .I'm  wondering  about  the  drainage  from  those 

areas  then.  I  mean  anything  to  the  north  of  that  will  be  under  water. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  We  would  attempt  not  to  make  any  changes  in  the  drainage. 

Now,  is  the  area  that's  irrigated.  .  .is  that  actually  in  the  flood  plain 

itself.  .  .do  you  happen  to  know  that,  Charlie?  Is  the  irrigated  acreage, 

is  that  in  the  flood  plain,  and  what  flood  year  would  you  anticipate  on 

that  if  you  know? 

CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  (his  answer) 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Did  the  irrigated  property  flood  in  1975? 

TOM  MILLER:  Yes,  the  lower  portion  of  it.  The  fact  is,  this  spring  in 

June  when  we  did  have  our  June  rain,  part  of  that  farm  close  to  Item  E.  .  . 

the  hay field  closest  to  the  river,  the  first  20  feet  were  under  about  from 

three  to  five  inches  of  water.  .  .with  the  normal  June  rain  that  we  had. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  let  me.  .  . 

TOM  MILLER:  What  I'm  concerned  about  is  if  something  like  this  does 

happen,  and  you  get  an  obstruction  like  a  highway,  is  there  going  to  be 
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adequate  drainage  to  get  rid  of  that  water,  or  is  it  just  going  to  lay  in 

there  and  become  stagnant,  and  that  productive  farmland  will  just  sit 

there?  In  other  words,  it  will  just  drown  out.  The  way  it  presently  is, 

as  soon  as  the  river  went  out  or  went  back  down,  the  water  emptied  back 

off. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  the  structure  itself.  .  .let  me  get  this  point  across, 

I  guess.  The  structure  itself  would  be  capable  of  passing  the  100-year 

flood.  But  the  roadway  leading  to  it  will  only  be  designed  for  the  50-year 

flood.   In  other  words,  the  roadway  leading  to  it  may  go  under  water,  but 

the  structure  itself  would  still  be  capable  of  handling  the  water.  Does 

that  make  sense? 

TOM  MILLER:  Yes,  it  makes  sense.   I  was  concerned  about  the  drainage  that 

the  amount  of  water  that  thing  will  hold  back.  What  will  it  affect  in  long 

terms.   I  mean,  any  time  you  put  out  an  artificial  dam  like  that,  it's 

bound  to  take  additional  land  out  of  production,  just  simply  because  of 

seepage. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  I'm  sure  that  what  you're  saying  could  possibly 

happen;  we  aren't  designing  forever,  so  to  speak.  So  that  could  possibly 

happen.  Let  me  ask  you  to  do  this.  .  .1  guess  I'm  beginning  to  recognize 

what  your  concern  is.  Would  you  care  to  make  a  statement  to  us  here  this 

evening  recommending  what  we  should  do?  I  guess  that's  why  we're  here.  We 

would  like  to  answer  your  questions,  but  apparently  you  had  some  strong 

feelings  on  that,  and  we'd  like  to  have  you  tell  us. 

TQM  MILLER:  Well,  of  course.  .  .any  time  the  state  of  North  Dakota  or  the 

state  of  Montana  talks  to  a  landowner,  there 're  bound  to  be  strong 

feelings.  My  proposal,  or  what  I  feel,  would  be  like  what  Johnny  Schmitt 

had  said:  that  either  Alternate  A-l  or  A-2  would  be  the  prime  for  either 
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the  state  of  North  Dakota  or  the  state  of  Montana,  and  would  take  the  least 
amount  of  productive  irrigated  farmland  out  of  business,  out  of  the  tax 
roll. 

We  all  know  we  need  a  bridge;  there's  no  question  about  that.  Each  and 
every  one  of  us  who  are  here  knows  that  there  should  be  a  bridge  built. 
Now,  where  it  would  hurt  the  least  or  take  the  least  amount  of  productive 
farmland  out  of  business  --  because  that's  what  it'll  do,  it'll  take  it  out 
of  business  —  that's  where  the  route  should  go. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  I  guess  I  can  understand.  Charlie.  .  . 
CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  This  is  Charlie  Gullicks.   I  guess  I'd  just  like  to  make 
a  comment  on  the  flood  elevations.   In  the  environmental  assessment  we're 
required  to  address  the  impacts  on  the  flood  plain.  Our  hydraulic  people 
in  our  Bridge  division  have  gone  through  some  calculations  on  this,  and  for 
the  100-year  flood  with  the  proposed  grade  line  that  we  have  now,  I  guess 
you  might  say  that  the  water  upstream  of  the  highway  would  be  about  one- 
tenth  of  a  foot  higher  than  downstream.  So,  I  guess  you  maybe  want  to  put 
it  simply  that  the  highway  would  hold  back  about  an  inch  and  one-half  of 
water.   I  mean,  it  would  raise  to  the  level  of  about  an  inch  and  one-half. 
Maybe  that  might  help  you  a  little  bit  to  get  an  idea  what  the  impact  of 
that  would  be. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  like  on  gravity  irrigation.  .  .it's  as  much  hard  irri- 
gating as  far  as  important.  .  .but  the  drainage  is  equally  as  important  as 
using  your  head  ditch.  This  is  what  I'm  trying  to  get  at.  .  .if  there's 
not  adequate  drainage  there,  there's  going  to  be  more  productive  farmland 
lost  than  what  your  projections  do  say.  .  .there's  bound  to  be.  And  the 
200  foot  right  of  way,  I  can't  hardly  believe  that  it  will  be  200  feet.  .  . 


-51- 


not  with  that  federal  drain  there.  I  don't  believe  your  acreage  figures 
were  correct. 

CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  Okay,  now  you're  talking  about  drainage  and  not  about 
the  flooding. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  when  it  floods,  it's  got  to  drain,  am  I  correct?  The 
water  has  to  go  someplace. 

CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  Yes,  when  the  water  goes  down,  why  then  there  will  be 
drains.  .  .we'll  have  ditches. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  what  I'm  hoping  is  that  adequate  drainage  is  provided. 
If  an  artificial  structure  goes  in,  there  has  to  be  adequate  drainage. 
CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  Okay,  I  guess  that's  his  recommendation  then. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Yes,  as  we  mentioned  before,  any  drainage  that  is  there  now 
would  be  maintained.  In  other  words,  if  you've  got  a  ditch  that  is 
draining  the  water  now,  whether  it's  flood  or  whether  it's  during  irriga- 
tion season,  or  whatever.  .  .that  ditch  will  continue  to  carry  the  water. 
We  can  make  that  statement  right  now,  because  I'm  going  to  be  responsible 
to  see  to  it  that  that  happens.  And  we'll  certainly  take  care  of  it. 
We've  got  pipe  out  there  under  the  road  at  the  present  time,  which 
apparently  is  adequate.  We  can  match  or  put  in  an  enlargement  of  those 
without  no  problem  at  all.  So,  I  feel  very  confident  that  we  can  take  care 
of  what  you're  referring  to  as  far  as  drainage  goes. 

During  flood  season.  .  .only  during  flood  season,  if  the  property  was 
actually  flooded  and  the  river  was  in  flood  stage,  this  would  be  the  time 
that  Charlie's  comment  with  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  water  would  be 
about  an  inch  and  one-half  higher  upstream  than  downstream.  .  .and  that 
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would  only  prevail   while  that  river  was  in  flood  stage.     After  the  river 
went  down   into  its  banks,  we  would  anticipate  that  that  wouldn't  be  the 
case.      I  don't  think  that  your  drainage   is  so  critical   that  an  inch  and 
one-half  would  make  that  much  difference,  would  it? 
TOM  MILLER:     You  never  know  until  you  get  the  structure  built. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     No,    I  think  we  can  speak  with  a  certain  amount  of  confidence 
on  this.     We've  built  many  structures.    .   .we  built  the  structure  at 
Bismarck.    .    .we've  built  the  structure  over  here  at  Williston.    .    .they've 
all    been  designed  on  the  same  basis.    .   .and  the  design   is  reviewed  by  the 
Federal    Highway  Administration.      I  believe  the  Corps  of  Engineers  takes  a 
look  at  it  and  everything,  so  we're  using  standard  accepted  design  prac- 
tices,  and  it's  proven  over  the  years  in  the  United  States  that  they're 
valid,  and  I  would  expect  that  your  experience  wouldn't  be  any  different 
here. 

TQM  MILLER:     Okay,  thank  you. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     We  can't  give  you  an  out-and-out  guarantee.      I  guess  there's 
nothing  to  prevent  a  500-year  flood.    .    .and  under  those  circumstances,    I 
guess  about  all    I  can  say  is  it  would  be  under  water  anyhow. 
TQM  MILLER:     Okay,  thank  you.      I  do  recommend  Route  A-l  and  A-2,  along  with 
the  same  feelings  that  Johnny  Schmitt  has  expressed. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.   You  brought  up  a  lot  of  comments  that.    .   .1  guess 
it's  the  first  time  it  was  brought  up  at  this  hearing.     We  certainly  want 
to  thank  you  for  expressing  them  here  this  evening. 
Anyone  else? 
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MARVIN  WAMBACK:      I'm  Marvin  Wamback,   the  county  commissioner.     What  do  you 

have  for  riprapping  figures  on  these  alternates.      I  know  there's  been  a  lot 

of  riprapping  on  this  bank  deal.    .    .the  Missouri   and  Yellowstone  both. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Quite  frankly,  we  haven't  gotten  into  that,  other  than  we 

would  expect  to  do  standard  riprap  type  of  thing  at  the  abutments  of  the 

structure  so  that  it  wouldn't  wash  out  the  fills,   and  that  would  be  studied 

after  we  actually  decide  on  which  location.     So,  when  we  give  the  cost 

estimates,  that's  what  they  are. 

MARVIN  WAMBACK:     They  possibly  wouldn't  be  very  accurate,  would  they? 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Based  on  experience,  we  think  they're  pretty  close.     They 

may  vary  a  little  bit,   but  each  one  of  them  could  vary,   as  well.    .    .so  if 

one  was  higher,  the  rest  would  probably  be  higher,   so  I  think  they're  quite 

reliable. 

MARVIN  WAMBACK:     Do  A-l  and  A-2  have  riprapping  in  place? 

WILFRED  WOLF:     No,    I  don't  think  that  you  would  be  able  to  use  anything 

that's  there.    .   .150  feet  is  far  enough  for  the  possibility  of  a  washout, 

so  I  don't  think  that  you  could  consider  that.    .   .in  fact,    I'm  sure  we 

wouldn't  do  that. 

MARVIN  WAMBACK:      It  looks  like  C,   F,  and  D  are  on  a  flood  plain,    I  believe 

one-half  mile  on  both  sides  of  the  river.     And  that  river  has  changed  both 

ways  one-half  of  a  mile  there.     So  one  side  would  have  to  be  riprapped,  and 

possibly  the  highway. 

WILFRED  WOLF:      It's  quite  possible  that  we  would  have  to  consider  doing 

that,  yes.     We  did  something  up  at  Williston   (if  you're  familiar  with  that 

bridge  -  the  new  bridge  we  put  in  there).    .    .the  bridge  itself  is  riprapped 

directly  adjacent  to  the  ends  of  it.     And  then  to  the  south  where  we  cross 
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that  flood  plain,  we've  got  flat  slopes  that  won't  wash,  and  it  eliminates 

the  need  for  riprap.  So  there  was  a  construction  that  we  decided  to  take 

there  instead  of  riprapping.  .  .it  dates  back  to  the  days  when  the  Corps  of 

Engineers  was  doing  the  work  because  of  the  dam  --  and  we  maintain  that. 

MARVIN  WAMBACK:  Well  I  think  the  Corps  of  Engineers  could  probably  give 

you  some  ideas  about  what  that's  going  to  cost.  East  of  the  confluence  of 

the  Yellowstone  they  did  quite  a  bit  of  riprapping.  .  .and  I  think  they've 

done  some  farther  down  from  the  mouth  on  the  Yellowstone  just  to  protect 

county  roads. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  There's  quite  a  bit  of  riprap  work  that  has  been  done  in 

recent  years,  so  we  feel  quite  comfortable  with  what  we  use  as  cost 

estimates.  The  Corps  has  done  quite  a  bit.  .  .the  fact  that  we've  built 

the  three  bridges  (the  one  at  Bismarck,  the  one  at  Washburn,  and  the  one  at 

Williston),  has  given  us  some  experience,  as  well. 

MARVIN  WAMBACK:  Well,  without  those  riprap  figures,  I  don't  believe  I 

could  make  a  decision  right  now.  Thanks. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  thank  you. 

ELVEN  HAUGEN:  My  name  is  Elven  Haugen,  from  Sidney.   I'd  like  to  know  why 

the  road  (Road  C)  can't  go  up  the  west  side  of  the  property  line  there  — 

there's  a  66-foot  easement  presently  there  —  instead  of  going  diagonally 

across  this  piece  of  land?  And  the  same  thing  about  the  rest  of  the  pieces 

of  land. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Are  you  talking  about  the  south  side? 

ELVEN  HAUGEN:  No,  I'm  talking  about  the  north  side  of  the  river  past  the 

pump  house. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:  And  then  you  say  that  there's  a  66  foot  easement  adjacent  to 
that,  is  that  correct? 

ELVEN  HAUGEN:  There's  a  66  foot  easement  from  the  corner  of  the  pump  house 
north  to  1804. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  You're  suggesting  then  that  we  should  consider  moving 
Alternate  C  a  little  closer  to  the  pump  house  to  take  advantage  of  that 
easement,  is  that  right? 
ELVEN  HAUGEN:   Yes. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.   Is  that  just  on  the  diagonal  part  where  the  drain 
ditch  is? 

ELVEN  HAUGEN:  Well,  it  goes  diagonal.  .  .three  of  them  go  diagonal  across 
my  land.  I  don't  really  appreciate  that  part  of  it. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  You're  talking  about  C,  D,  and  F,  is  that  correct? 
ELVEN  HAUGEN:   I  would  encourage  a  bridge  at  any  one  of  those  locations, 
but  I'd  like  to  see  it  go  straight  through  the  world. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  Move  closer  to  the  existing  easement  at  the  drain 
ditch  leading  from  the  pump  house.  Okay,  thank  you. 
ANDY  CAYKO:  My  name  is  Andy  Cayko.   I  farm  five  miles  northeast  of 
Fairview  in  McKenzie  county.   I'm  also  representing  Monkota  Fertilizer 
Incorporated  in  Fairview.  We've  recently  added  a  liquid  plant  to  our  dry 
facility  now,  and  the  equipment  we  have  to  apply  liquid  fertilizer  with  is 
too  big  to  go  across  that  bridge.  We  can't  get  across  there  at  all.  So 
consequently,  we're  losing  a  lot  of  business  there  by  not  being  able  to 
cross  that  old  bridge.  We  also  apply  anhydrous  ammonia,  and  we  just  abso- 
lutely quit  going  over  that  old  bridge  because  we  just  feel  it's  too 
dangerous  to  cross  that  with  anhydrous  ammonia  equipment. 
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We're  in  favor  of  any  of  those  southern  routes.  We'd  like  to  see  E,  I 
guess.  We're  opposed  to  A  and  A-l.  Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else? 
NICKIE  CAYKO:  Yes,  I'm  Nickie  Cayko.   I  own  land.  .  .it  would  be  adjoining 

C,  F,  or  D.  .  .and  in  the  long  run,  I'm  against  A-l  and  A-2  because  in 
about  ten  years  or  so,  you're  going  to  end  up  with  their  expended  costs  and 
all  that.  If  it  was  built  in  Montana,  you  know  what  our  Montana  roads  are 
like.  .  .we'd  have  a  $5  million  dollar  bridge  setting  over  there  with  no 
road,  is  what  I'm  afraid  of.  I'm  in  favor  of  one  of  the  other  routes,  and 

I  agree  with  these  other  farmers.  .  .that  road  could  be  changed  a  little 
bit  and  make  it  a  little  straight  with  the  world.  .  .like  he  said,  up  the 
other  road.  Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Perhaps  you  could  just  tell  us  where  your  property  is  on  C, 

D,  or  F,  could  you  please? 

NICKIE  CAYKO:   It's  got  my  name  on  that  map. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  It's  written  on  the  map? 

NICK  CAYKO:  Yes. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

KARL  LANGWALD:   I'm  Karl  Langwald.  I  live  at  the  south  end  of  Alternate  C, 

D,  E,  and  F.  .  .and  I  strongly  object  to  Alternate  E.  There  is  one  house 

that  has  been  built  since  the  last  time,  and  the  second  one  is  going  up. 

Environmentally,  we  would  be  destroying  one  of  the  best  areas  in  our  area 

as  far  as  wildlife  is  concerned.  I  would  suggest  Alternates  A-l  or  A-2, 

which  I  would  belive  would  be  the  best  place  for  the  route.  I  would  even 

suggest  dropping  Alternate  E  altogether. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  Thank  you.  I  might  say  that  we  weren't  aware  of  the 
new  home  and  the  construction  of  the  second  one  until  this  afternoon.  When 
this  photo  was  taken,  those  homes  were  not  there;  however,  that  certainly 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  now.  The  intent  of  Alternate  E,  inciden- 
tally, was  to  try  to  stay  just  above  the  bank  adjacent  to  that  old  bend  in 
the  river,  with  the  idea  that  we  wouldn't  cut  up  as  much  of  the  irrigated 
property  as  some  of  the  other  alternates.  That  was  the  primary  reason  for 
looking  at  that  one.  Again,  we've  got  a  lot  of  alternates  here,  and  we  ask 
that  you  give  us  your  evaluation  of  each  one  because  that's  what  we're  here 
for.  We're  trying  to  decide  which  one  we  should  consider  going  on. 

Anyone  else? 
RALPH  CRISMAN:  My  name  is  Ralph  Crisman  and  I  live  over  in  Roosevelt 
County.  I'm  also  a  supervisor  on  the  A.S.C.S.  in  Roosevelt  County.  This 
summer  we  approved  a  crossing  for  Northern  Tier  Pipeline  in  practically  the 
same  location  that  you  propose  building  this  bridge.  Now,  that's  a  42 
inch  pipeline  that  goes  across  the  river  in  just  about  that  same  location. 
If  they  get  there  before  you  do,  who  gets  priority  on  it? 
WILFRED  WOLF:  I  would  guess  that  they're  probably  going  to  get  there 
before  us,  because  I  saw  somebody  hauling  some  pipe  today.  Charlie  or  Ron, 
were  you  familiar  with  that  location  of  the  pipeline? 

RALPH  CRISMAN:  Well,  there's  a  power  line  just  east  of  the  Snowden  Bridge, 
and  they're  going  in  just  as  close  as  they  can  to  that  power  line  with 
their  crossing. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  They're  on  the  Snowden  location,  is  that  it?  .  .  .1  see.  If 
we  don't  have  the  location,  we'll  certainly  have  to  contact  them  now  that 
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we  have  this  information,  and  be  sure  that  we  locate  it  before  we  make  any 
decisions  on  that  route. 

RALPH  CRISMAN:      I  don't  think  that  power  line  is  much  over  200  feet  east  of 
that  bridge.   .   .it  might  be  a  little  further  than  that.     But  this  summer 
they  were  down  there  and  they  picked  that  location  out  to  go  across  there. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     I  guess   I  can  understand.     They're  picking  the  location  pri- 
marily because  it  appears  to  be  the  narrowest  point  in  the  river  in  quite  a 
distance,  and  I'm  sure  that  that  was  part  of  their  consideration. 

Anyone  else? 
DALE  SAILER:      I'm  Dale  Sailer,   superintendent  from  the  Bainville  school.      I 
get  the  feeling  from  tonight's  hearing  that  it  looks  like  we're  going  to 
get  our  bridge  —  we  just  haven't  decided  where  we're  going  to  put  it  yet. 
Now  that's  my  own  personal    impression.     I  hope  I  can  go  home  and  convey 
that  information  to  my  constituents.     If  I'm  wrong,  please  tell  me  no  right 
now.     Okay,  anyway,  if  the  bridge  is  a  go,  fine.     If  not,   I'd  just  like  to 
convey  to  you  some  of  the  current  economic  impact  Bainville  is  going 
through  right  now. 

We've  been  talking  about  oil    impact.   .   .I'd  just  like  to  present  to  you 
what  I  consider  staggering  statistics.     In  1980,  the  taxable  value  of  our 
school   district  was  $4,435,000.      In  1981,  it's  $10,589,000.     That  is  almost 
a  200  percent  increase.     Now,  gentlemen,  that  is  impact.    .   .so  it  behooves 
you  to  move  rapidly  on  this. 

Along  with  this  I  would  also  like  to  convey  a  message  to  the  Roosevelt 
County  Commission  and  the  state  of  Montana.     Not  much  has  been  said  about 
the  road  from  the  bridge  to  Bainville,  but  make  no  mistake  about  it,  we're 
not  going  to  give  up  until   that  road  is  paved  from  Bainville  to  the  bridge. 
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So  as  soon  as  you  get  the  bridge  done,  get  ready  to  pave  that  road,  because 

we're  not  going  to  let  up  until  it  gets  paved.  You  got  that?  Thank  you 

yery   much. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  Would  anyone  else  like  to  make  a  comment? 

TOM  MILLER:  This  is  Tom  Miller,  landowner,  again.  First  off,  I've  talked 

about  proposed  sites.  Now  I'd  like  to  talk  about  what  the  wildlife  would 

do  with  either  C,  F,  D,  or  E.  Who's  responsible  to  clean  up  dead  deer 

along  a  highway  and  right  of  way.  .  .who's  responsible  for  that? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  The  removal  of  carcasses  is  normally  taken  care  of  by  the 

State  Highway  Department. 

TOM  MILLER:  Do  you  feel  the  State  of  North  Dakota  is  doing  an  adequate 

job? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  I  would  say  that  we're  doing  as  good  at  the  job  as  we 

possibly  can  with  the  people  we  have  and  the  money  we've  got  to  spend  on 

it. 

TOM  MILLER:  I  believe  we  have  some  long-time  residents  from  that  area 

sitting  here.  .  .I'd  like  to  ask  them  a  question.  Do  you  feel  the  state  of 

North  Dakota  --  either  Herman  Johnson  or  Herman  Mauers  —  does  an  adequate 

job  picking  up  carcasses? 

TOM  MILLER:  Did  the  state  of  North  Dakota  people  hear  that?  The  Highway 

Department? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  I  guess  what  the  gentleman  said  was  that  he  generally  picks 

them  up  himself,  and  I'm  not  surprised  that  he  would  make  that  statement, 

because  I'm  sure  that  he's  the  type  of  person  that  would  like  to  get  them 

off  there  immediately  when  he  finds  them.  Our  people  do  patrol  the  road  on 
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a  regular  basis,  but  not  necessarily  on  a  daily  basis.  But  a  telephone 
call  to  the  Williston  district,  I'm  sure,  would  get  a  response  if  there  was 
an  incident  like  that.   I  guess  I  would  like  to  be  somewhat  defensive  in 
that  we  are  trying  to  do  the  best  we  can.  Understand  that  we  don't  have 
people  out  there  just  to  pick  up  animals.  That  happens  to  be  one  of  the 
things  that  we  perhaps  do  the  least  of,  simply  because  there  are  not  many 
incidents.  .  . 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  it's  a  detestful  job,  is  that  correct.  .  .when  the  ani- 
mal lays  there  for  two  days  and  the  worms  are  in  it. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  No,  I  don't  think  that  that's  the  reason  it's  there,   I 
really  don't.   I  think  the  reason  it's  there  is  because  we  don't  have 
knowledge  of  it.   I  don't  think  we  can  say  that  they  have  driven  past  the 
dead  animal  and  left  it  simply  because  they  didn't  want  to  pick  it  up. 
TOM  MILLER:  Well,  it  is  the  state's  responsibility,  is  that  correct? 
WILFRED  WOLF:   It's  the  state's  responsibility,  I  suppose,  yes.  .  .in  the 
sense  that  we  are  in  charge  of  the  operation  and  the  maintenance  of  the 
highway. 

TOM  MILLER:  Well,  I'm  just  concerned  on  either  C,  F,  D,  or  E  just  how  much 
responsibility  the  state  would  have  for  cleaning  up  those  carcasses.   I 
mean  we  all  know  how  rancid  it  is  to  pick  a  day-old  skunk  that's  been 
killed,  or  a  day-old  porcupine,  or  for  that  matter  a  doe  deer,  or  a  fawn. 
We  as  landowners  generally  are  the  ones  that  clean  up  the  mess.   I  don't 
believe  this  is  taken  into  consideration  by  the  state  people  at  all  either. 
The  Fish  and  Game,  I'm  sure,  wouldn't  want  their  animals  slaughtered  on 
that  highway.  .  .because  they  are. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:     I  guess  about  all    I  can  do  is  to  thank  you  for  your  com- 
ments.    Apparently  what   I'm  going  to  say  isn't  going  to  change  your  mind 
anyhow.     What  your  suggesting.    .    . 

TOM  MILLER:     Well,  obviously  not,  because  it  is  a  detestful   job. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Okay,    I  don't  disagree  with  that  at  all.      I  guess   I'm  happy 
that  you  do  it.   .   .but  I  guess  as  long  as  you  can't  say  that  our  people 
drive  by  and  leave  them  on  the  road  simply  because  it's  a  detestful   job.      I 
find  it  difficult  to  find  fault  with  our  people. 

FRED  GARDNER:     My  name  is  Fred  Gardner  with  the  Mon-Dak  Bridge  Association. 
I've  talked  this  afternoon  some,  so  I'm  not  going  to  say  much.      I  just 
would  like  to  say  one  thing:     the  people  from  the  highway  departments  are 
here  tonight  not  to  really  convince  anybody,    I  don't  believe,  of  any  par- 
ticular route.      I  think  they're  just  here  to  get  everybody's  input  as  to 
where  they  would  like  it.     Then  they'll   take  this  back,   review  it,  and  make 
the  decision.     Like  I  said  this  afternoon,  the  Mon-Dak  Bridge  Association 
does  not  necessarily  favor  anyone's  decision  --  we're  just  for  a  bridge. 
And  I  think  everybody  in  this  room  is  in  that  type  of  thing.      I  get  a 
feeling  here  that  we're  getting  to  the  point  to  where  I  hate  to  see 
anybody's  bad  feelings  come  about  a  bad  hearing.    .    .and   I  just  feel    very 
strongly  about  that  and  I'd  like  to  thank  you  again  for  all  you've  done. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you  for  your  comment.     Anyone  else? 
JOHN  FISHER:     My  name  is  John  Fisher  and   I'm  representing  Holly  Sugar 
Corporation.      I'd  just  like  to  say  that  we  support  North  Dakota's  more 
direct   routes  on  the  bridge.     We  would  like  to  see  the  farmers  that  are 
raising  beets  in  the  Buford-Trenton  area  stay  in  business,   and  the  only  way 
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that  that's  possible  is  to  cut  the  freight  costs  and  keep  them  in  business. 
They  produce  the  highest  quality  beets  and  that's  what  we're  looking  for. 

The  other  route.  .  .I'd  like  to  strongly  discourage  the  Montana  route 
because  it  will  add  to  the  freight  costs,  and  that's  what  we're  trying  to 
get  away  from.  Thank  you. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.  The  gentleman  right  next  to  you,  please.  .  . 
C.R.  THIESSEN:   I'm  C.  R.  Thiessen  from  Lambert,  Montana.  According  to  the 
book  here,  I  initially  started  working  for  this  bridge  in  1975  when  I  was  a 
state  senator  in  Montana.   I  strongly  feel  that  the  bridge  ought  to  be 
built;  we  need  it  here  badly.  The  time  has  long  passed  since  it  started 
.  .  .and  I  hope  that  we  can  accommodate  this  generation  with  a  real  bridge 
out  there  to  facilitate  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  most 
states  can't  impose  a  barrier  to  interstate  commerce.  Now  this  is  a 
natural  barrier  that  we've  had  here  on  the  Missouri  River,  and  I  want  you 
to  know  that  the  railroad  did  partially  remove  it,  but  in  our  modern  age  it 
is  not  adequate  at  all.  An  intermittent  flow  of  traffic  is  just  a  no-no 
these  days.  So  this  rehabilitation  program  is  definitely  out  of  the  pic- 
ture.  I  think  we  shouldn't  consider  it  one  iota. 

I  think  we  need  to  build  a  new  bridge,  and  all  we're  asking  for  is  that 
you  do  it  the  most  cost-effective  way,  and  I  think  the  cost-effective  way 
should  be  a  consideration.  Now  this  Mr.  Miller  out  here  --  he  might  have 
to  have  some  mitigation  somewhere  to  take  care  of  his  problem.  There 're 
many  ways  of  mitigation  to  take  care  of  his  problem;  in  fact,  perhaps  the 
design  of  the  borrow  pits  or  the  side  where  you  take  your  material  can  be 
so  designed  that  it  be  an  addition  to  the  drainage  ditch  to  give  him  even 
better  drainage  than  he  has  today.  And,  of  course,  there 're  ways  of 
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putting  culverts  and  bridges  under  the  approaches  that  accommodate  to  lead 
to  these  drainage  ditches  --  so  there' re  many  ways  to  take  care  of  it.     And 
I  think  these  things  can  be  designed  if  the  gentlemen  said  that  they  could 
accommodate  to  take  care  of  his  drainage  problem. 

I  want  you  to  know  that   I'm  here  as  a  representative  of  the  Lower 
Yellowstone  Rural    Electric  Association,   and  so  is  another  director,  Gene 
Iverson,  who  is  the  secretary-treasurer  of  the  organization.     We  have  the 
responsibility  of  keeping  you  people  on  both  sides  of  the  river  in  power  as 
much  as  possible  24  hours  a  day,  7  days  a  week  through  the  year.     And,  of 
course,  a  new  bridge  would  certainly  help  us  to  accommodate  to  take  care  of 
this  matter.     So  we're  for  a  new  bridge,  and  we  hope  you  don't  get  bogged 
down  in  some  semantics  between  yourselves  out  here,  and  that  we're  here  to 
put  oil    on  the  machinery  so  that  it'll   work,   and  that  we  can  accommodate. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Montana  Highway  Department  and  also  the  North 
Dakota  Highway  Department.      I  personally  know  both  of  the  administrators  of 
these  departments:     Walter  Hjelle  and  also  Mr.   Gary  Wicks  from  Montana. 
They're  proper  men  that  will   try  to  accommodate  us,  and  we've  made  a  lot  of 
headway  since  1980  in  January.      I  want  to  especially  say  to  the  Mon-Dak 
Association  and  Mr.   Sailer,  the  chairman  of  that  association,  that  we 
appreciate  you;  anything  we  can  do  to  support  this  bridge  and  get  it  under- 
way, we're  here  to  do  so. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.      I  believe  there's  a  gentleman  back  there. 
JOHN  SCHANTZ:      I'm  Representative  John  Schantz  from  District  53,  and  I  have 
a  couple  of  questions   rather  than  comments,   perhaps.     For  Alternates  A-l 
and  A-2  we're  obviously  talking  about  road  construction  here,  as  Mr.   Cayko 
mentioned  earlier.      I'm  curious.    .    .under  the  bridge   replacement  program 
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funding,  how  much  of  that  of  the  eight  or  so  miles  of  highway  would  be 
paved  along  with  the  part  of  the  project? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  The  cost  estimates  that  we  gave  tonight  are  for  the  entire 
connection.  .  .in  other  words,  it  includes  the  roadway  and  paving  work  that 
would  be  necessary  for  each  alternate.  That's  the  only  way  that  we  can 
really  make  a  comparison,  so  that  does  include  that. 

JOHN  SCHANTZ:  Okay.  .  .but  I  guess  the  reason  I'm  asking  the  question  is 
because  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  that's  a  secondary  route.  .  .and  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river  in  Montana,  that's  basically  a  county  road.  So 
what  would  happen.  .  .except  for  the  bridge  approaches  and  the  bridge 
itself,  Richland  County  and  Roosevelt  County  would  probably  end  up  under 
the  current  law,  being  required  to  rebuild  or  repave  those  sections  of 
highway  to  the  bridge.  .  .would  that  not  be  correct? 

WILFRED  WOLF:   I  believe  that  is  substantially  correct.  .  .that's  correct. 
Either  state,  North  Dakota  or  Montana,  would  have  to  pick  up  the  cost  of 
the  approach  work  beyond  the  bridge  itself.  The  bridge  and  the  immediate 
approaches  to  the  bridge  would  be  part  of  the  bridge  replacement  program, 
whereas  the  balance  of  it  would  qu.ite  likely  come  under  one  of  the  regular 
road  construction  programs  --  the  secondary  system,  or  whatever  it  happened 
to  be.  The  two  states  differ  in  that,  so  it  would  probably  be  handled 
differently. 

JOHN  SCHANTZ:  Okay.   If  that  would  be  the  case,  then  we  would  be  dealing 
with  the  Montana  system  if,  for  example,  it's  Montana's  secondary  route. 
In  the  estimate  that  he  gave,  what  is  the  cost  per  mile  for  reconstruction 
of  the  highway  on  either  side  of  the  river. 
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WILFRED  WOLF:      I'm  sorry,    I  don't  have  the  highway  construction  figures 
with  me  this  evening:     we  have  them  back   in  Bismarck.      I  had  asked  Ron 
earlier  whether  we  brought  them.     He  said  no,  we  went  with  the  total    cost 
figures  because  we've  already  presented  nine  figures.      If  we  had  split  out 
the  north  and  south  side  as  well,  we'd  end  up  with  27  different  figures 
and,  quite  frankly,    I'm  having  trouble  with  the  nine.     So  we  didn't  bring 
them,   but  the  comparative  pictures  are  the  same.      I  understand  what  you're 
saying,  though:     you  say  that  there  are  two  counties  involved  who  will    have 
some  additional    obligation  in  Montana,  because  in  Montana,   apparently  the 
counties  are  responsible  for  the  secondary.     So  it  does  make  a  difference 
to  them.      If  you'd  like,  we  can  send  that  information  to  you. 
JOHN  SCHANTZ:     Well,  one  of  the  reasons   I'm  asking  you  questions.    .    .1 
think  that  people  need  to  be  aware.    .    .for  example,   if  you're  assuming  that 
to  reconstruct  a  mile  of  secondary  highway  on  the  Roosevelt  County  section 
of  this,  you're  looking  at  $200,000  a  mile.     Roosevelt  County  probably  gets 
$60,000  in  secondary  funding  a  year.     The  same  thing  would  be  true  in  the 
Richland  County  site,   except  that's  a  county   road  --  so  Richland  County 
gets  zip-o-city  in  terms  of  assistance  from  the  state  for  construction  for 
highway. 

So  we're  looking  at  Alternate  A  in  terms  of  state  and  federal    funding. 
What  we're  talking  about  is  the  bridge  and  the  direct  approaches  to  the 
bridge.     We  may  all   be  old  and  gray  before  those  other  eight  miles  of  high- 
way are  rebuilt.      I  guess  that  would  be  my  comment. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Steve,  would  you  care  to  respond  to  the  gentleman  for  just  a 
second?     Steve  Kologi    is  from  Montana. 
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STEVE  KOLOGI:  Well,  I  think  he's  outlined  it  pretty  close.  Yes,  the 
bridge  replacement  funds  --  assuming  that's  what  the  state  would  eventually 
use  for  that  --  would  be  just  for  the  bridge  and  for  minimal  approaches. 
And  then,  whatever  secondary  road  would  have  to  be  built  leading  up  to  it 
would  have  to  come  out  of  secondary  roads  funds.  Each  county  gets  a  very 
little  amount  of  secondary  road  funds,  and  each  county  already  has  a 
priority  established  for  those  funds  when  enough  is  built  up  to  build  a 
project.  Also,  under  the  current  Reagan  proposal  before  Congress,  the 
whole  secondary  roads  program  may  dry  up.  After  a  few  years  there  may  not 
be  any  more  secondary  roads  program.  So  I  think  the  point  is  well  taken. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you,  Steve.   I  think  perhaps  I  should  explain  again 
this  evening  that  there  is  a  difference  in  how  the  two  states  operate. 

The  state  of  Montana  distributes  the  money  to  the  counties  each  year. 
The  state  of  North  Dakota  does  not  do  that  with  the  entire  secondary  funds. 
In  North  Dakota,  we  split  them.  We  have  the  state  secondary  and  we  have 
the  county  secondary.  We  would  intend  to  use  state  secondary  funds  on  this 
if  those  were  the  funds  to  be  used.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  no  effect 
locally,  other  than  the  state-wide  effect  of  putting  the  money  into  that 
particular  location.   In  other  words,  it  wouldn't  be  any  hardship  on  the 
county  or  the  people  living  adjacent  to  it  or  anything  like  that.  There 
would  be  no  difference  between  that  and  any  other  secondary  highway  that  we 
build  in  the  state  of  North  Dakota.   If  it  was  secondary  county  in  North 
Dakota  (which  it's  not  intended  to  be  —  the  intent  is  to  extend  Highway 
58  up  to  the  junction  of  1804).  .  .but  if  it  was  county,  it  would  again  be 
a  different  story.  .  .but  it's  not  that. 

Okay,  a  question  back  there  again.  .  . 
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VOICE:     So  you're  saying  that  if  the  bridge  and  the  approaches  are  on  the 
North  Dakota  side,  that  the  state  of  North  Dakota  would  propose  to  pave  the 
entire  proposed  section  of  road,   in  addition  to  building  the  bridge,  and 
that  the  funds  would  probably  come  out  of  state  secondary  funds. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Yes.      I  don't  think  that  either  state  is  realistically 
talking  about  a  partial    project.    .   .we're  talking  about  a  bridge  with  the 
paved  approaches  on  both  ends,   isn't  that  correct,   Steve?     After  we  have 
the  public  hearings  and  after  this  material    has  been  gone  through,  we're 
going  to  turn  it  over  to  the  administrators  of  the  two  states,   as  we  men- 
tioned previously,  and  they're  going  to  hash  out  some  of  these  things. 
They're  going  to  hash  out  what  each  state's  share  is  going  to  be;  that  has 
not  been  determined. 

We  don't  know  which   route  we're  on  yet.     Hopefully  we  can  select  the 
route  and  then  from  that  the  determination  will   also  be  made  as  to  who's 
going  to  pay  what  share,  who's  going  to  maintain  it,  and  things  of  that 
nature.     So,  there  are  many  details   left  to  be  worked  out,  but  I  think 
that  we  can  safely  say  that  we're  talking  about  a  total   project,  one  way  or 
another. 

I  believe  there's  another  hand  over  here.     Ron,  would  you  bring  the 
microphone  for  her,   please. 

VOICE:     I  don't  know  just  what  I'm  going  to  say,   but   I'm   (undistinguishable). 
We  live  north  of  Fairview.     We  also  have  land  right  along  Route  B,    I  guess. 
I   know  that  won't  be  used  because  it  is  right  across  from  Fort  Union.     But 
as  far  as   I'm  concerned,  the  fact  that  if  it  were  to  go  through  our  farm,   I 
think  that  this  bridge  has  to  go  someplace.    .    .1  think  the  road  has  to  go 
someplace.       And  I  will    remember  when  Highway  58  was  a  terrible  thing  to 
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cross  and   I  think   having  a  paved  road  in  front  of  your  house  is  marvelous. 
So  I  personally  think  the  farmers  deserve  a  better  route,   and  if  it  isn't 
going  to  go  close  to  Fort  Union  and  it  isn't  going  to  go  close  to  Fort 
Buford,   then  that  leaves  the  route  in  the  middle.      I  think  you've  done  a 
terrific  job  and  I  have  the  confidence  enough  in  your  ability  to  figure 
this  out  to  do  the  right  thing,  and  I  commend  you  for  what  you've  done. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.     Anyone  else  have  a  comment? 
SLIM  JOHNSON:      I'm  Slim  Johnson,  chairman  of  the  Williams  County 
Commission.      I  was  just  telling  Marlene  I  wasn't  going  to  say  anything  this 
evening,  but  I'd  like  it  to  go  on  record  here  this  evening,  as  the  Williams 
County  Commission  has  been  on   record  several   times,   of  approving  a  new 
bridge  --  and  that  is  what  we'd  like  to  see:     a  new  bridge.     Wherever  you 
put  it,  that's  just  fine  with  us  —  just  so  we  get  the  bridge. 

It  sort  of  looks  like  the  North  Dakota  route  is  probably  the  best. 
From  our  meeting  this  afternoon,   some  of  them  are  opposed  to  it  here  — 
but  let's  have  a  new  bridge.     And  I'd  like  to  compliment  you  fellows  on  the 
progress  you  have  made  over  the  past  years.     So  thank  you  very  much. 
WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you.    .   .another  comment  up  here,   Ron. 
TOM  MILLER:      I  just  have  to  say  this.     Mr.   Thiesen,    I'm  not  president  of 
the  Mon-Dak   Bridge  Association.     The  gentlemen  to  you  left,   Fred  Gardner, 
is  the  president  of  the  association.      I'm  just  one  of  those  wild  characters 
that  he  tries  to  keep  in  line.     I'm  on  the  board  of  directors.     Just  in 
conclusion  here,  as  far  as  the  North  Dakota  route.    .   .as  far  as  the  bridge 
being  placed  over  there  leading  into  1804,   I  believe  that's  what  it  is.    .   . 
if  it  goes  in  North  Dakota,  will   they  still   pave  it  to  the  Montana  border? 
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WILFRED  WOLF:     With  regard  to  that.    .   .will   we  still    pave  it?     Are  you 
referring  to  1804.    .    .the  grading  that's  presently  being  done?     Yes,    I 
believe  that  would  be  paved  next  year,   so  there  would  be  no  effect  on  that. 
NICKIE  CAYKO:     This  is  Nickie  Cayko  again.      I  was  wondering  how  long  after 
the  meeting  today  will  you  pick  a  site  so  we'll    know. 

WILFRED  WOLF:      I  guess  we  haven't  established  a  definite  date.    .    .but  the 
discussion  is  centered  around  the  middle  of  October  --  we  would  try  to 
reach  a  decision  at  that  time.      Is  that  correct,   Steve?     Yes,   Steve  and 
Charlie  are  both  nodding  back  there  so  that's  our  present  schedule,   is  to 
try  and  resolve  the  comments,  to  try  to  look  through  all   of  the  suggestions 
and  recommendations  that  were  made,  and  try  to  come  up  with  a  recommen- 
dation,  and  then  we'll   turn  it  over  to  our  administrators  who  will    have  to 
make  the  final    decision.      Incidentally,   in  North  Dakota  the  state  highway 
commissioner  has  the  total    responsibility  to  make  that  decision.      I  don't 
know  how  Montana  operates,  but  I  presume  it's  somewhat  similar.      Is  that 
correct,   Steve?     Yes.     So  those  two  gentlemen  with  their  staff  would  have 
the  responsibility  to  make  the  decision.     And  I  guess   I  would  like  to  again 
assure  you  that  what  you're  saying  here  will   certainly  be  considered.     We 
don't  want  you  to  feel   that  you're  wasting  your  time.     Perhaps  for  some  of 
you  that  have  attended  all   of  the  previous  meetings,  this  appears  to  be  a 
little  bit  of  a  repetition  of  what  you've  done  before.     This  is  the  offi- 
cial   public  hearing.      It's  one  of  the  steps  in  the  process  that's  required 
to  get  the  federal    funds  of  any  type.     And  I  guess  it's  well   attended  here 
—  it  was  well   attended  this  afternoon  at  Trenton.      I  think   it  illustrates 
the  interest  that  you  people  have,  and  that  certainly  should  be  an  indica- 
tion as  to  what  the  need  is  with  regard  to  some  type  of  improvement.     So, 
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is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to.  .  .yes,  we  have  a  couple  more  over 
here.  Just  a  second.  .  . 

HOMER  SELBY:   I'm  Homer  Selby,  and  I  see  three  of  your  alternative  routes 
pass  along  my  land.   I'd  like  to  make  this  statement  that  I  would  not  stand 
in  the  way  in  any  way  of  the  highway.  You  will  have  right  of  way  as  far  as 
I  know. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay.  .  .you're  the  landowner  on  the  north  side  adjacent  to 
1804  is  that  correct?  Yes,  east  of  that  coulee. 

DWIGHT  VANNATTA:  Yes,  my  name  is  Dwight  Vannatta  from  Bainville.  What  I'd 
like  to  know  is:  is  the  bridge  proposal  limited  to  the  routes  that  you 
have  presented  here? 

WILFRED  WOLF:  No.  These  are  the  alternates  we've  looked  at  in  the  office. 
If  you  have  any  further  suggestions,  we  would  also  appreciate  that  you  make 
them,  so  feel  free  to  make  them.   I  guess  that  if  you  make  the  recommen- 
dations, we  ask  that  you.  .  .we  want  to  make  sure  what  you're  talking 
about.  .  .but  go  right  ahead. 

DWIGHT  VANNATTA:  Okay.   I  would  like  to  know  why  the  state  line  route  has 
not  been  proposed  here.  It  appears  that  the  road  is  already  there,  so, 
very  likely,  less  productive  acres  would  be  taken  out  of  production  to 
upgrade  that  road  to  secondary  status  --  and  it  doesn't  look  like  we've  got 
very  much  difference  in  the  river  there,  as  well.   I'd  just  like  to  know 
why  that  route  hasn't  been  proposed. 

WILFRED  WOLF:   I'd  rather  suspect  that  it's  been  considered.  Charlie 
Gul licks  from  our  office,  who's  been  working  on  this  thing  longer  and 
harder  than  anyone  else,  is  very  familiar  with  that.  Charlie,  would  you 
give  us  the  explanation  for  that? 
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CHARLIE  GULLICKS:  I  guess  this  is  a  real  short  explanation  for  that.  Fort 
Union  site  extends  across  the  state  line,  and  if  you  went  up  the  state 
line,  you'd  go  right  through  the  property  owned  by  the  Fort  Union  National 
Historic  Site,  and  I  don't  think  you'd  ever  be  able  to  build  a  bridge 
there. 

DWI6HT  VANNATTA:  This  is  Dwight  Vannatta  again.  I'd  like  to  know  if 
they've  been  approached  on  the  matter  and  what  their  reply  was. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Maybe  I  could  respond  to  that.  The  gentlemen  from  the  Park 
Service  were  at  the  hearing  this  afternoon  at  Trenton.  They  strongly 
objected  to  the  Location  B  which  is  just  adjacent  to  the  east  side  of 
there,  and  they  had  some  reservation  on  C,  D,  and  F.  Alternate  E  was  the 
only  one  that  they  didn't  seem  to  be  too  concerned  about.  They  are  con- 
cerned about  the  visibility  of  the  bridge  from  the  historic  site,  as  well 
as  being  adjacent  to  it.  That  was  their  statement. 

DWIGHT  VANNATTA:  At  a  community  club  meeting  in  Bainville  a  while  back, 
Senator  Ed  Smith  was  present,  and  he  made  the  statement  that  it  was 
possible  that  if.  .  .according  to  the  communications  they  had  with  the  Park 
Service  or  whomever,  that  they  may  even  support  the  project  in  terms  of 
financial  assistance  from  the  Department  of  Interior.  If  this  is  the  case, 
it  seems  kind  of  strange  not  to  take  advantage  of  another  advantage. 

Also,  if  it  is  true,  when  the  government  can  take  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  to  condemn  land,  then  why  couldn't  they  do  the  same  through  Park 
Service  land?  The  road  is  supposedly  built  for  the  vast  interest  of 
everyone  —  and  we,  the  people,  are  the  government  —  then  why  can't  we 
dictate  to  the  Park  Service  instead  of  them  to  us? 


-72- 


WILFRED  WOLF:     Charlie,  do  you  want  to  respond  to  that?     I  guess  it  comes 
as  a  surprise  to  me  that  one  of  the  Park  Service  officials  would  have  made 
a   statement  like  that  because  of  the  official    position  they  took  today.    .    . 
that's  what  we're  going  on  right  now. 

CALVIN  LARSON:     This  is  Calvin  Larson  with  the  Federal   Highway 
Administration.     I  guess  I'm  kind  of  surprised  too,  that  they  went  on 
record  and  said  that  they  would  turn  over  land.     As  a  federal    regulation  we 
can't  take  land  from  park,   recreation,   and  wildlife  refuges,   unless  there's 
no  prudent  or  feasible  alternative  to  it.     Government  can  exercise  eminent 
domain  over  private  citizens,  and  it's  very  hard  to  exercise  eminent  domain 
over  themselves.      I  would  be  interested.   .   .if  that  was  put  in  writing,   I 
suppose  it's  something  we  could  consider,  but  I  don't  see  the  possibility 
of  it.     The  communication  we've  had  with  them.    .    .they've  been  very  skep- 
tical  of  putting  any  bridge  in  the  whole  area  because  of  the  Bodmer 
Overlook.      The  plans  that  they  have  for  the  area  are  that  they're  thinking 
of  getting  scenic  easements  on  the  south  side  of  the  river,  and  they've 
been  yery  protective  of  their  site.      It  would  be  awfully  hard  to  make  a 
statement  that  there  was  no  prudent  or  feasible  alternative  to  taking  some 
of  that  land. 

WILFRED  WOLF:     Thank  you,   Cal . 

SENATOR  LARRY  TVEIT:     I'm  Senator  Larry  Tveit.      I  carried  a  bill    —  the 
Montana  Highway  Department  came  to  me  --  having  to  allow  the  Highway 
Department  of  Montana  to  spend  money  in  cooperation  with  another  state. 
Along  with  Representative  Schauntz,  we  got  the  bill   through.     Primarily  we 
were  working  on  the  Snowden  Bridge.     The  importance  of  the  bridge  --  and  it 
seems  like  it's  getting  more  important  e^ery  day  with,   it  looks  like, 
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possibly  closure  of  the  other  bridge  by  Burlington  Northern  any  day.  We've 
got  routes.  .  .of  course  like  you  said  before,  a  straight  line,  of  course, 
is  the  best.  The  Montana  route,  I  guess  is  long.  And  like  Represenative 
Schauntz  said,  too,  it  might  take  awhile  before  we  get  some  oil  on  that 
road.  The  North  Dakota  routes.  .  .and  I'm  sure  they're  going  to  cross  some 
of  the  farmer's  land.  .  .it  seems  like  whenever  they  build  roads,  somebody 
is  going  to  get  some  land  that  is  going  to  have  to  be  cut  up.  .  .and  it's 
too  bad  that  that's  the  way  it  is. 

The  importance  of  the  road.  .  .and  I  guess  while  we're  here  tonight 
.  .  .the  route.  .  .so  that  we  can  get  started  on  it.  .  .some  people,  I 
suppose,  will  suffer.  But  we  do  need  a  bridge.  .  .we've  got  to  get  it 
immediately.  .  .and  the  sooner  we  can  get  our  heads  together,  I  guess,  and 
move  along  so  the  highway  departments  can  get  rolling  on  this  thing  so  we 
can  get  a  bridge  in  the  next  two  years.  .  . 

Thank  you. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.   I  belive  there's  another  hand.  .  .this  gentleman 
over  here. 

HERMAN  JOHNSON:  My  name  is  Herman  Johnson.   I  live  north  of  Fairview  along 
58,  just  before  this  proposed  turnoff  —  I  believe  it's  on  that  Route  E  -- 
we're  living  right  in  there,  that's  land  we  own.   I  was  going  to  ask  a 
question:  that  particular  route  takes  you  over  a  lot  of  low  land.  How 
high  is  this  road  going  to  be  in  comparison  with  the  river  level  at  any 
given  time?  Is  it  going  to  be  in  comparison  to  where  the  next  two  routes 
leave  Highway  58  on  the  corner?  That  would  be  in  Section  29.   If  this 
isn't  going  to  be  built  up  considerably  more  in  comparison.  .  .I've  seen 
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the  water  over  that  highway  on  the  corner  there.  .  .after  you  get  going 
north  around  the  bend.  .  .I've  seen  the  water  over  that  road  twice.  Once 
was  more  than  50  years  ago,  and  one  was  in  1943.  It's  been  very  close  to 
it  several  times  later.  Not  only  the  June  rains,  but  the  spring  runoff  is 
what  really  is  high.   It's  usually  ice  from  the  Yellowstone  that  does  it, 
so  you'll  be  getting  high  water  coming  back  up  the  Missouri  and  back  around 
behind  the  highway  no  matter  where  it's  at.  But  can  this  highway  be  built 
on  that  easterly  route  on  that  flood  plain,  so  it  will  hold  up?   With  that 
river  sand,  it's  all  quicksand  underneath.   I'm  sure  anybody  that's  tested 
it  will  know,  or  any  of  the  farmers  will  tell  you.   It's  all  broken  sand 
along  the  river,  and  that  easterly  route  is  the  one.  .  .the  very  banks  of 
the  Yellowstone.  .  .where  the  Yellowstone  was  running  in  1930.  .  .that's 
the  time  when  the  Yellowstone  cut  through  farther  east  and  left  that  which 
is  filled  in  now,  and  leaves  a  place  there  where  you've  got  the  route 
marked  out. 

Tom  Miller,  a  little  while  ago,  mentioned  about  the  deer  removal  on  the 
highway.  But  we  have  a  few  killed  every  year  along  our  place,  and  we 
usually  try  to  get  them  picked  up.  Sometimes  somebody  beats  us  to  them, 
but  we  pick  them  up  so  it  looks  a  little  bit  nicer  for  people  to  drive 
along  there.  But  thank  you,  I'm  sure  you're  doing  a  fine  job  in  getting 
this  lined  up. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Just  to  summarize  what  he  said,  I  guess  you'd  like  to  have 
us  be  sure  and  take  a  look  at  the  elevation  of  the  roadway  so  that  we  get 
it  up  there  adequately.   I  guess  I  can't  really  tell  you  how  high  it  would 
be  above  the  existing  because  we  don't  have  the  survey  staked  and  all  that, 
but  we'll  certainly  keep  your  comment  in  mind. 
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PAUL  LANGWALD:   I'm  Paul  Langwald,  and  I'm  concerned  a  little  bit  about  the 
relocation.   I  was  wondering.  .  .that  picture  was  fine,  but  that  sound 
system  was  the  worst  I've  heard.   I  was  wondering,  could  we  have  a  little 
bit  more  on  that,  or  do  you  have  pamphlets  or  booklets  that  would  explain 
that,  that  I  could  pick  up? 

WILFRED  WOLF:   I  think  perhaps  the  best  thing  to  do.  .  .you're  in  North 
Dakota,  is  that  correct? 
PAUL  LANGWALD:  Yes  I  am. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  What  we  can  do  is  to  have  our  relocation  assistance  officer 
get  back  to  you.  We  can  have  that  done  immediately  next  week,  and  explain 
it  to  you.  That  would  still  give  you  time  to  give  us  a  letter  in  writing 
with  regard  to  any  concerns  you  might  have,  before  the  ten  days  would  be 
up.  Would  that  be  all  right? 
PAUL  LANGWALD:  That  would  be  fine. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Yes,  because  quite  frankly,  I'm  not  that  familiar  with  it. 
It  is  a  very  complex,  involved  type  of  thing.  There 're  so  many  different 
conditions  attached  to  it,  that  I'm  sure  you  noticed  during  the  presen- 
tation. And  so  it  would  be  better  if  you  would  just  talk  to  them.  So 
let's  make  it  a  point,  Ron,  to  talk  to  our  relocation  man  in  Right  of  Way, 
and  we'll  have  him  get  in  touch  with  you  on  the  telephone  the  first  part  of 
next  week  and  discuss  it  with  you. 
PAUL  LANGWALD:   I  see.  Thanks. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Anyone  else  have  a  comment?  Mr.  Miller  would  like  to.  .  . 
excuse  me  just  a  second.  .  .we'll  give  this  gentleman  a  chance.  .  . 
ALBERT  MILLER:  My  name  is  Albert  Miller,  and  I've  just  been  sitting  back 
and  listening  to  all  the  comments.   I  know  that  the  bridge  is  of  real 
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importance  to  everybody  here.  The  highway  departments  have  been  given  all 
the  credit.   I  want  to  give  credit  to  the  Montana  legislature,  Schauntz 
and  Larry.   I  think  they  did  a  good  job  to  look  after  our  interests  here, 
and  I  just  want  to  commend  them.   It  wouldn't  happen  alone,  it  takes  both 
states  to  do  it.  Thank  you. 

WILFRED  WOLF:  Thank  you.   I  believe  Mr.  Miller  over  here  wanted  to  make 
one  more  comment. 

TOM  MILLER:  Okay,  Tom  Miller,  landowner.  At  the  last  meeting  that  was 
held,  I  recommended  to  the  state  people  that  were  here  and  I  believe 
Charlie  was  here  --  that  if  this  thing  would  come  to  pass,  the  lower  por- 
tion of  Section  20  where  C,  F,  and  D  cross  the  drain,  I  would  be  in  favor 
of.  .  .at  the  point  of  the  property  of  Tom  Miller's  and  Herman  Mauer's 
where  they  cross  at  that  point.  .  .would  be  to  cut  over  to  Section  E,  or 
proposed  Route  E.  Are  you  following  me? 

WILFRED  WOLF:   I  believe  I  am.   I  think  what  you're  suggesting  is  that  we 
should  begin  at  the  south  end  where  actually  D,  C,  F,  and  E  begin,  right? 
And  then  you  would  request  that  we  consider  following  over  to  alignment  E 
and  cross  the  river  and  head  north  instead.  Is  that  correct.  .  .is  that 
what  you  had  in  mind? 

TOM  MILLER:  Yes.  .  .let  me  walk  to  this  map  here  and  point  out  just  to 
make  sure  we're  both  thinking  alike.  .  .okay,  Alternate  E  is  located  at 
this  point  here.   If  this  is  going  to  happen,  either  C,  F,  or  D.  .  .this 
route  here.  .  .at  this  point  where  it  would  enter  Herman  Mauer's  and  Tom 
Miller's.  .  .1  would  like  to  see.  .  .if  this  is  possible.  .  .to  turn  to  the 
right  and  go  into  Line  E.  This  would  take  the  least  amount  of  land  from 
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myself,  even  though  Carl  Langwald  would  be  affected  on  either  C,  F,  or  D. 
But  this  would  take  the  least  amount  of  irrigable  land  from  myself. 

Now  either  C,  F,  or  D  would  take  approximately  a  mile  and  one-third 
away  from  productive  farmland  away  from  myself,  rather  than  at  this  point 
would  take  probably  in  the  vicinity  of  2200  feet  of  productive  farmland. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  I  guess  what  I  had  stated  earlier  was  what  he  had 
actually  had  in  mind.   In  other  words,  start  out  on  the  location  of  either 
C,  F,  or  D.  .  .and  then  cut  across  and  hit  E.  .  .and  follow  E  up  the  rest 
of  the  way. 

TOM  MILLER:  Yes,  this  would  be  an  alternative  being  that  it  has  been  pro- 
posed that  any  one  of  these  routes  aren't  definite. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  We  can  certainly  take  a  look  at  that  as  an  alternative. 
TQM  MILLER:  Well,  Carl,  if  they  propose  to  come  across  C,  F,  or  D  on  this 
route.  .  .and  leave  the  road  very  close  to  your  existing  home.  .  .and  if 
they  do  come  across  both  yourself,  and  at  this  point  of  Herman  Mauer's  and 
Tom  Miller's  to  cut  across  my  corner  and  go  into  Alternate  D.  That  would 
be  correct.  .  .it  would  be  the  extreme  northwest  end  of  your  farm,  and  then 
cut  across  southeast  into  Alternate  D.  Thank  you,  Carl. 
WILFRED  WOLF:  Okay,  are  there  any  other  comments?  Did  everyone  understand 
what  they  suggested?  They  suggested  combining  those  two  alternates  and 
cutting  across  the  prospective  corners  of  their  property  to  get  over  onto 
location  E.  And  we'll  certainly  consider  that  as  an  alternative. 

Anyone  else  have  a  comment? 

Okay,  I  guess  the  hour  is  getting  rather  late  back  in  North  Dakota  — 
it's  almost  10:30.  I'd  like  to  thank  you  for  coming  out  and  for  spending 
this  warm  evening  with  us  here,  and  for  giving  us  your  comments.  You've 
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been  a  very  interesting  group  to  work  with,  and  I'm  sure  that  your  comments 
will  be  considered  by  the  administrators  of  the  two  states  in  reaching  the 
decision. 
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Williston,  ND  58801 

Dennis  L.  Nelson 
213  E  14th  Street 
Williston,  ND  58801 

John  W.  Harp 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Edward  H.  Larson 
Buford  Route,  Box  32 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Jerry  Osterland 
Route  3 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Marlene  Eich 

Route  1 

Williston,  ND  58801 
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*Lloyd  Johnson 
511  14th  Avenue  W 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Diana  Avans 
1725  W  Florida  Avenue 
Denver,  CO  80223 

*Max  Avans 
1725  W  Florida  Avenue 
Denver,  CO  80223 

Delbert  M.  Hegel 
Box  1167 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Tom  Martin 
815  Second  Avenue  W 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Clarence  Wehrman 
401  15th  Avenue  W 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Judy  Hi  11  strand 
Box  1709 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Ray  Unger 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Bob  Bearce 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Jerry  Selby 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Roger  Bearce 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

F.  T.  Martin 

Route  3 

Williston,  ND  58801 

*Frank  A.  Winstrom 
P.O.  Box  187 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*William  A.  Berry 
Bainville,  MT  59212 


*Robert  P.  Wilson 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

Susan  Berry 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*Michael  D.  Hill 
Fort  Buford,  ND  58837 

*Mary  J.  Olson 
Northwestern  Bell 
Box  1187 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Byron  Rider 
Buford,  ND  58837 

Rick  Gardner  Company 
Buford,  ND  58837 

*Bill  Wellman 
Buford,  ND  58837 

*Fred  Gardner 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Phi  la  Gardner 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Homer  Selby 
Buford  Route  3 
Williston,  ND  58801 

David  Hoffman 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Pat  Marburger 

RR  1 

Williston,  ND  58801 

Vern  Borden 

Wolf  Point,  MT  59201 

*Steve  Cayko 
Buford,  ND  58837 

*Verdine  Rice 
Box  330 
Williston,  ND  58801 
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*Bruce  Bakewell 
Fortuna,  ND  58844 

Wilson  Scott  Berry 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*Dan  Bearce 
RR  3 
Williston,  ND  58801 

F.  Williamson 

Box  173 

Trenton,  ND  58853 

*Terri  Rider 
Buford  Route,  Box  38 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Kermit  Gardner 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Elmer  Abell 
Trenton,  ND  58853 

*Harvey  Wickward 
National  Park  Service 
Box  185 
Medora,  ND  58645 

*Thomas  G.  Abell 
Route  3,  Box  52 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Julian  Gunlikson 
Zahl,  ND  58856 

*Gene  Iverson 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Martin  Lovdahl 
Trenton,  ND  58853 

Jim  Gannaway 
Buford,  ND  58837 

*David  Buchholz 
726  15th  Street  W 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Dale  L.  Haugen 
Williams  Electric  Cooperative 
P.O.  Box  1346 
Williston,  ND  58801 


C.  Thiessen 
Lambert,  MT  59243 

Jolyn  Bearce 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Barb  Ruzynski 
Williston  Basin  Regional  Council 
512  East  Fourth 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Lester  G.  Larson,  Jr. 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Johnny  P.  Schmitt 
North  Dakota 

E.  J.  Duffeey 

Fort  Buford,  ND  58837 

*Ray  Hoffman 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Lucy  Hoffman 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Donald  H.  Rider 
Buford  Route 
W.illiston,  ND  58801 

Colleen  M.  Rider 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Mitch  Cayko 
Buford,  ND  58837 

*Byron  Flexhaug 
Buford,  ND  58837 

Margo  Ryan 
Williston  Herald 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Kurt  Clemmensen 
Williston  Herald 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Doug  Hoffman 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 
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Jackie  Hoffman 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Dean  A.  Kummer 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Mary  C.  Larson 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Doug  Iverson 
Buford  Route 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Alden  Beggs 
Box  1702  ' 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Homer  Selby 
Buford  Route  3 
Williston,  ND  58801 

Melvin  Hagele 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Johnny  P.  Schmitt 
Sidney,  MT  59270 

*Nickie  Cayko 
Route  2,  Box  146 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*l_ester  and  Catherine  Romo 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*Albert  Miller 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*Ruth  Nyquist 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

Ralph  Crisman 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*H.  W.  Johnson 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

William  Burgess 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Elmer  Hendt 
Fairview,  MT  59221 


Forrest  and  Frances  Johnson 
Route  1,  Box  14 
Cartwright,  ND  58838 

Paul  Eldridge 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*Marvin  Wambach 
Cartwright,  ND  58838 

*Dale  D.  Sailer 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

Henry  Paschke 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Katherine  Paschke 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Marl  en e  Eich 

Route  1 

Williston,  ND  58801 

Shirley  S.  Cayko 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*John  Shontz 
Sidney,  MT  59270 

Ervald  Granbarth 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Herman  Maurer 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jerry  Partra 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Mary  Jane  Crisman 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*Mrs.  Herman  Johnson 
Route  2 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Mrs.  Helen  Burgess 

Route  2 

Fairview,  MT  59221 

Mrs.  Gladys  Herdt 

Route  2 

Fairview,  MT  59221 

*C.  Thiessen 
Box  195 
Lambert,  MT  59243 


-84- 


*Charlie  Hansen 
Box  177 
Bainville,  MT  59212 

*Joan  Eldridge 
Route  2 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*Frances  and  Nick  Cayko 
Route  2 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Clarence  Mel  land 
Buford,  ND  58837 

Karl  and  Maria  Langwald 
Route  2,  Box  138 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

"Slim"  Johnson 
County  Commissioner 
Williston,  ND  58801 

*Monte  Martin 
East  Fairview,  MT  59221 

Dale  Dalbey 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

Harold  Schlothauer 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*Darrell  Finsaas 
Fairview,  MT  59221 

*Elwen  Haugen 
Box  1559 
Sidney,  ND  58270 
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THE  SIX  MILLION  DOLLAR  SPAN 

My  name  is  Robert  P.  Wilson.  I  ranch  southeast  of  Bainville,  Montana;  my 
land  extends  within  three  miles  of  the  Snowden  Bridge.  As  a  lifelong  user  of 
the  bridge,  I  have  a  certain  amount  of  affection  for  this  historic  old  structure — 
the  last  of  its  kind  on  the  United  States.  But  I  am  also  aware  of  its  inconvenience 
and  potential  hazard.  Like  many  of  you  here,  I  recognize  the  need  for  a  new  bridge; 
however,  I  have  several  serious  reservations  about  the  two  alternatives  proposed 
for  the  Montana  side.  In  an  era  of  budget  cutting  and  skyrocketing  fuel  prices, 
it  is  absolutely  imperative  that  any  multi-million  dollar  project  be  cost-efficient, 
both  in  construction  and  in  use.  If  a  new  bridge  is  built,  I  strongly  believe 
it  must  be  re-located  near  the  Buford  road  and  the  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  Project. 

The  two  Montana  alternatives  are: 
1 •  Rehabilitating  the  present  Snowden  Bridge  and  grading  and  surfacing  the  approach 
roadways.  Estimated  cost:  2,000,000. 

2.  Erection  of  a  new  bridge  approximately  150  feet  downstream  and  building 
entirely  new  approach  roads.  Estimated  cost:  $  5 » 600,000. 

The  first  alternative,  rehabilitating  the  present  structure,  can  be  dismissed 
out  of  hand.  After  stating  that  "this  alternate  would  eliminate  the  problems 
associated  with  the  deteriorated  gravel  surfacing  of  the  approach  roads,  "the 
EIS  exploring  bridge  locations  cites  three  good  reasons  why  rehabilitation  of  the 
present  structure  is  not  feasible: 

1 .  In  adequate  clearance,  resulting  in  a  barrier  to  agricultural  and 
industrial  vehicles. 

2.  Inadequate  guardrails  and  "possible  conflict  between  vehicles  and 
trains." 

3.  Hazardous  alignment  of  approaches. 
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In  other  words,  rehabilitation  leaves  us  with  most  of  the  same  problems  we  have  now. 
I  do  not  even  believe  it  would  solve  the  problem  of  deteriorating  road  surface  for 
very  long.  As  anyone  who  livee  in  or  near  Montana  knows,  roads  there  are  poorly 
maintained;  in  fact  they  are  a  disgrace.  With  no  maintenance,  even  the  best  paved 
roads  deteriorate.  In  five  years,  we  would  be  right  back  where  we  began. 

But  the  strongest  argument  against  rehabilitating  the  present  bridge  is  the 
location  itself,  and  this  brings  us  to  what  is  wrong  with  the  second  alternative — 
that  of  building  a  new  bridge  1 50  feet  downstream.  This  would  eliminate  all  of  the 
hazards  associated  with  the  present  structure,  but  would  it  be  cost-efficient? 
Absolutely  not,  partly  because  its  5«6  million  dollar  cost  makes  it  the  most 
expensive  of  all  alternatives  to  construct,  but  especially  because  its  out-of  the 
way  location  makes  it  the  most  expensive  alternative  for  the  user.  Cost  studies 
show  that  either  Montana  alternative  forces  vehicles  coming  from  North  Dakota  to 
drive  6.4  miles  out  of  their  way —  a  substantial  distance,  especially  when  driving 
a  truck  that  costs  over  $1 .00  per  mile  to  operate.  A  bridge  built  at  one  of  the 
North  Dakota  sites,  however,  would  result  in  no  additional  milage  for  traffic 
coming  from  Montana.  The  user  cost  study  indicates  that  beet  farmers  alone 
would  save  $  84,000  to  170,000  per  year  if  a  North  Dakota  site  were  chosen. 
Payback  (i.e.,  the  time  in  which  consumer  savings  equals  bridge  construction  plus 
maintenance)  is  estimated  at  32,2  years  for  the  Montana  alternative,  versus 
21.1  years  for  the  North  Dakota  sites.  In  other  words,  any  new  bridge  in  North 
Dakota  would  pay  for  itself  ten  years  earlier  thanany  new  bridge  built  on  the 
Montana  side. 

By  urging  that  a  new  bridge  be  built  in  North  Dakota,  I  am  not  wishing  a 
problem  on  someone  else.  I  have  nothing  to  gain  or  lose  if  a  Montana  site  is  chosen. 
Commom  sense  dictates  where  the  bridge  should  be  built;  a  North  Dakota  location  is 
unquestionably  the  cheapest  way  to  get  the  best  job  done. 
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Karl  &  Maria  Langwald 
Rt.  2,  Box  138 
Fairviev/,  Montana  59221 


fU«l 


,,'iA 


N* 


Department  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Mr.  Steve  Coloti 
2701  Prospect 
Helena,  Montana  59620 


Ref.:  Project:  T^S  zf69-1  (1)  2 
Snowden  (I.  on  dak)  Bridge. 
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».  e  live  on  North  Dakota  highway  5&»  7-6  i.dlcs  north  from  highway  200, 
there  where  the  highway  curves  around  a  hill  along  the  railroad  track. 
On  your  photo  -  July  1979  -  are  5  possible  bridge  locations  and  roads 
to  then  in  North  Dakota  and  1  in  Montana. 

All  5  roads  go  over  our  farm J 

We  object  strongly  to  that J 

Especially  to  alternate  E  oi.  the  right  of  your  r.:ap! 
Since  last  fall  -  1  930  -  we  anticipated,  that  we  had  to  move  and 
bought  a  building  site,  exactly  there,  where  line  E  goes  now. 
Project  E  would  also  destroy  another  house,  newly  built. 
besides,  these  routes  would  destroy  the  Liost  bcautifull  scenery  in  this 


are; 


oritf.e    farm   land  and  wild   life    habitat. 


To    fill   out    these    low   lands    to  build   a   highway   would   cost   a   tror.iondo'is 

a  ount   of  money. 

The  logical  place  for  a  bridge  is  right  along  the  old  Snowden  rail  road 

bridge.    The  road  leading  to  this  bridge  has  to  be  rebuild  for  possibEle 

under  the  bridge  route  in  the  near  future  anyway.   Why  not  connect  both 

projects? 

Nothing   would   be    destroyed  in   Montana   as   on    the  I. ort hi ^'<iik>>\-a-oio.< 

Date  Reed.  Preconst 

Everything  would  be  improved   there I 


£  incerely 


-fe^-s — / / 

e'g_L!i  tr^Ejh 
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WESTERN  PUBLIC 
RESEARCH  COUNCIL 


State  Highway  Commissioner W!  X     <■ 
Capitol  Grounds  \Y /y 

Bismarck,   ND     58505  X^A/7~f 

Dear   Sir: 


Berry  Panel 

ural  Rout-^  1 
Bainville,   MT   59212 


>July  24,    1981 

■  \ 

\ 

\ 


In  this  era  of  rising  energy  costs,  we  wish  to  protest  the  Montana 
route  as  the  least  energy  efficient.   This  route  will  be  the  most 
expensive  to  build  and  to  maintain.   This  route  is  also  the  most  ex- 
pensive for  those  who  use  the  road,  and  it  will  take  longer  to  drive. 

Building  the  new  bridge  parallel  and  adjacent  to  the  Snox^den  Bridge 
will  destroy  the  pictorial  and  intrinsic  beauty  of  the  last  train 
and  car  bridge  in  the  United  States. 

The  proposed  highway  is  located  near  the  April  27,  1805  Lewis  and 
Clark  campsite.   This  area  was  also  a  historical  crossing  point  for 
Indians  and  buffalo  long  before  White  man  came  because  of  the  gravel 
bottom  that  extends  across  the  river  on  the  west  side  of  the  bridge. 

The  natural  beauty  of  this  area,  which  is  designated  as  a  recrea- 
tional area  on  federal  maps,  will  be  adversely  affected. 

Presently  located  at  the  proposed  Montana  site  for  the  new  bridge 
are  a  large  state  pump  and  a  high  power  line,  which  is  slated  to  be 
improved  to  a  steel  tower  type  when  the  coal  generating  plant  is 
completed.   The  Northern  Tier  Pipeline  is  presently  planning  tc  ccme 
through  this  area.   These  units  are  grouped  within  a  200  yard  space. 
According  to  law  nothing  can  be  built  on  top  of  Northern  Tier  and 
no  blasting  or  construction  of  any  kind  that  will  disturb  this  pipe- 
line can  be  done  within  200  feet  of  either  side  of  the  right-of-way. 
The  high  power  line  has  a  large  double  pole  at  the  river's  edge 
with  a  large  stone  rip  rap  pillar  around  the  pole.   The  Lower 
Yellowstone  Irrigation  Systems  officials  are  very  concerned  about 
the  possibility  of  any  structures  being  built  at  this  point  that 
may  deflect  or  interfere  with  their  water  flow  from  the  Missouri 
at  their  pump  site. 
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Page  2 

The  Snowden  Bridge  was  set  on  a  strata  of  approximately  30  feet 
of  coal,  instead  of  rock.   Any  deviation  from  the  present  road  bed 
in  this  area  will  have  to  take  into  consideration  payment  for  coal, 
clay,  gravel  etc.  under  the  new  right-of-way.   There  is  20  to  30 
feet  of  coal  at  a  recoverable  depth.   In  the  case  of  North  Dakota 
Highway  Department  versus  Hultberg  in  1978  on  U.S.  Highway  83  at 
Garrison  Corner  in  McLean  County  District  Court  of  Washburn, 
North  Dakota,  the  state  had  to  pay  for  the  coal  and  gravel  under 
the  state  road. 

Directly  in  line  with  your  presently  surveyed  road  bed  lies  a  large 
hole  where  dirt  was  extracted  to  build  an  approach  for  the  Bur- 
lington Northern  bridge. 

The  state  proposes  to  take  the  fill  dirt  for  the  road  from  the 
scenic  bluffs  north  of  the  present  road.   Has  the  environmental 
impact  of  this  been  considered?   The  removal  of  this  dirt  would 
create  a  real  problem  with  erosion. 

Sincerely,       x? 

lliam  0.  Berry   /     Wilson  Scott  Berry  y  Susan  D.  Berry 
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P.  O.  BOX    1306  -  WIULISTON,  NORTH    DAKOTA   58801 


ITY    OF     f&iwi4wiwTi/        NORTH    DAKOT 


August  6,  1981 


North  Dakota  State  Highway  Dept. 
Bismarck,  ND.  58501 

ATT:  Mr.  Arthur  McKinney 

Director,  Public  Information  Div. 

Dear  Sir: 

The  City  Commission  of  the  City  of  Williston,  No.  Dakota, 
wishes  to  be  on  record  as  fully  supporting  a  bridge  crossing  over 
the  Missouri  River  in  the  Buford-Trenton  area. 

Over  the  past  years  we  have  supported  the  efforts  of  the 
Buford-Trenton  area  farmers  and  other  interested  persons.  Increased 
energy  development  now  makes  the  bridge  issue  even  more  critical. 
The  City  of  Williston  and  the  Williston  Business  Community  support 
any  one  of  alternates  C,  D  &  F  as  viable  bridge  options  and  urge  that 
this  project  be  given  the  very  highest  priority. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  heard  on  this. 


illiston  City  Commission 
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AUG?5  1981  k 

-  BISMARCK 


Thomas  L.  &  Judith  D„  Miller 
R.R.  2,  Box  1^1 
Fairview,  Montana  59221 


n.d. 


N.D.  State  Highway  Department 

Bismarck 

North  Dakota  58501 

RE |      REPLACEMENT   OF  SNOWDEN    BRIDGE 

Dear  Sir: 

Due  to  the  controversy  on  the  future  construction  and  replacement 
of  the  Snowden  Bridge ,  I  would  like  to  bring  some  thoughts  to  your 
attention  for  consideration. 

First  of  all,  my  husband  and  I  are  not  opposed  to  a  new  bridge 
being  built.  We  realize  the  dangers  of  the  present  structure  and  also 
the  costliness  and  problems  of  maintenance  and  insurance.   The  need 
for  a  new  structure  is  definitely  there,  the  sooner,  the  better.   For 
the  farmers  in  the  Trenton-Buford  area,  high  freight  rates  are  making 
it  difficult  for  them  to  stay  in  the  business  of  farming  and  making  a 
living.   The  companies  associated  with  the  oil  boom  need  to  be  able 
to  move  large,  heavy  equipment  and  supplies  more  effectively.   In 
general,  a  new  structure  would  benefit  the  entire  area. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  Route  B  is  the  most  practical  and  best 
suited  route  for  these  reasons: 

1.  It  does  not  cut  any  valuable  farm  land  in  half. 

2.  The  section  line  road  is  already  there. 

3.  The  flood  plane  is  considerably  higher. 

4.  The  traffic  and  tourist  trade  can  only  benefit  Ft.  Union. 

5.  The  maintenance  at  that  point  would  probably  be  the  least 
costly. 

It  is  our  hope  that  the  new  structure  will  be  built  using  common 
sense.   Since  three  of  the  routes  directly  affect  our  farm,  we  would 
like  to  voice  our  concerns.   To  really  understand,  we  feel  it  necessary 
for  someone  to  visit  with  us  and  other  affected  landowners  personally 
and  to  see  first-hand  the  proposed  sites.   If  route  C,  F,  or  D  are 
selected,  it  would  mean  completely  releveling  the  farm  to  irrigate 
properly.   It  would  also  mean  crossing  back  and  forth  across  a  busy 
highway  with  equipment  <fc£  farm  both  sides.   There  is  alfci  of  wildlife 
in  that  area  which  could  be  dangerous  to  traffic  if  it  didn't  disappear 
altogether.   The  flooding  in  the  spring  would  mean  hauling  huge  amounts 
of  dirt  for  fill  and  building  up  the  road. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  only  objection  to  Route  B  is 
Fto  Union.   Their  reasoning  does  not  make  sense.   Eventually,  there 
will  be  oil  wells  within  eye  distance.   Those  are  man-made  structures. 
Not  only  that,  if  that  highway  doesn't  pass  close  by,  it'll  be  a  good 
many  years  before  the  fort  can  be  reconstructed.   Tourists  warrant 
financing  such  a  venture.   A  good  bridge  and  highway  would  attract 
tourists.   Route  B  is  definitely  the  bestJLocation. 

Or£-     /       /  / 

""-    Tom  &   Judy  Miller 


